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The purpose of this study was to investigate the affective characteristics 
of American college students studying Chinese in China, including their reasons 
for learning Chinese and studying abroad, their beliefs about language learning 
and their foreign language anxiety. The students were divided into 3 groups 
based on their ethnic heritage. The influence of their ethnic languages and 
cultures and other related background factors on three ethnic groups’ reason, 
beliefs and anxiety were explored through quantitative analyses and cross-
comparison analyses. The results of this study were also compared with the 
results with previous studies using the BALLI and the FLCAS.   
A total of 133 American students (4.52% of the target population) 
enrolled in Chinese programs in seven key universities in China participated in 
this study. Three survey instruments were used -- the Beliefs About Language 
Learning Inventory (BALLI), the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale 
(FLCAS) and a detailed Individual Background Information Questionnaire. 
The BALLI Plus explored the specific learning context of studying Chinese 





Several conclusions were made based on the findings of this study. 
First, the present study identified some unique and important characteristics of 
American college students studying Chinese in China and provided an overall 
profile of them. Significant demographic differences among the three ethnic 
groups were found in a variety of areas.    
Second, this study has found some important differences among the 
three ethnic groups in their reasons for learning Chinese and studying abroad, 
their beliefs about language learning and their foreign language anxiety. The 
different ethnic language and cultural backgrounds likely played an important role 
in these differences.  
Third, the findings of this study showed that American students studying 
Chinese in China were highly motivated but also highly anxious foreign language 
learners. A substantial majority of them had a long history of foreign language 
learning, enjoyed learning languages, and believed that they would ultimately learn 
to speak Chinese very well. However, they also have the highest levels of foreign 
language anxiety found in studies using the FLCAS.  
The findings of the present study provide new insights on the 
backgrounds, language learning beliefs and foreign language anxiety of students 
studying a less commonly taught foreign language. The findings of the role of 
ethnic language and culture backgrounds in this study provide a new theoretical 
explanation for some of the affective differences that have been found among 
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                                     CHAPTER 1   
 
 
                                                INTRODUCTION 
 
Two important trends have appeared in foreign language education 
resulting from the intense political and economic changes in the world since the 
late 1980s. One is the rapid rise in the number of American students enrolled in 
foreign language programs, especially in the less commonly taught foreign 
languages such as Arabic, Chinese, and Japanese. Enrollments in foreign 
languages in higher education increased by more than four times between 1960 
and 2002 and by 12.95% from 1990 to 2002 (Welles, 2003). From 1990 to 2002, 
total enrollments in Arabic, Chinese, and Japanese increased by 205%, 75% and 
14% respectively. However, among the commonly taught foreign languages in the 
US, except for Spanish, with total enrollments rising 40% from 1990 to 2002, 
French and German lost 26% and 32% respectively (Welles, 2003). The second 
trend is that the number of American students studying foreign languages in non-
Western European countries has increased rapidly. “Since 1991/1992, the 
number of students studying abroad has more than doubled” (IIE, 2003). 
“60.12% of American students still chose Western European countries to study 
in 1998/1999, however, the share of American students studying in western 
Europe has fallen by 18% since 1985/1986” (IIE, 2001). Despite economic and 
security concerns post-Sept 11, “campus professionals have reported increased 
interest in study abroad in each of the years following 9/11” (IIE, 2003). “Many 
countries, particularly in Asia, Latin America, and Africa, saw large increases in 
the number of American students they hosted in 2001/02” (IIE, 2003). The 
number of American students studying in China and Japan increased the most 
(33% and 21% respectively) between 2000/01 and 2001/02 among the countries 





2003). Since 1991/1992, the number of American students studying in China has 
increased more than five times (IIE, 2003).    
Although both the number of American students enrolled in Chinese in 
the U.S. and the number of American students enrolled in study abroad programs 
in China have increased dramatically, the total numbers of both types of Chinese 
study are still very small compared with the number of students studying the 
commonly taught foreign languages. Chinese is the sixth most commonly taught 
foreign language in U.S. institutions of higher education. However, the number of 
American students enrolled in Chinese constitutes only 2.4 % of the total number 
of students enrolled in foreign languages in 2002 (Welles, 2003). Only 2.4% of 
American students studying abroad went to study in China in 2001/2002 (IIE, 
2003). Students of the less commonly taught foreign languages such as Chinese 
and Japanese also have high drop-out rates likely due to the difficulty level of the 
these languages (Mill et al., 1987; Samimy & Tabuse, 1992; Norman, 1996; Pease, 
1996; Oh, 1996). According to the studies of the Foreign Service Institute and the 
Defense Language Institute, in order to develop the same level of speaking 
proficiency in Spanish, German or French, “it would take almost three times as 
long for students of Chinese or Japanese to reach a comparable degree of 
language mastery” (McGinnis, 1994, p.18). Based on experiences at a summer 
institute sponsored by The Task Force for Teacher Training in the Less 
Commonly Taught Foreign Language in 1991, McGinnis (1994) summarized five 
essentials in the learning of less commonly taught foreign languages: lifelong 
language-learning; having a goal of expertise; learning and teaching based on 
culture; learner responsibility; and sensitivity and response to local conditions. 
 
                                         Statement of the Problem 
 
During the last two decades, most studies involving American students 





Christensen & Wu, 1993; Hannas 1995; Myers, 1997; Wang, 1995; Su, 1998; 
Linnell, 2001), instructional methods (Everson, 1986; Shen, 1989; Parkard, 1989; 
Miracle, 1989; Chu, 1990; Yuan, 1995; Li, 1996; He, 1999), teaching materials 
(Everson, 1986, 1988; Wang, 1989; Parkard, 1990), character learning (Liu, 1983; 
Hayes, 1988, 1990; Everson, 1988; 1992; Parkard, 1990; Liu, 1992; Polio, 1994; 
Wen, 1995; Chen, 1996) and error analysis (Sergent, 1990; Chen, 1984; Zhao, 
1989; Jen, 1997). Affective factors such as motivation, beliefs, and anxiety have 
been almost completely ignored despite the growing body of evidence to indicate 
that foreign language learners are highly influenced by affective factors (Gardner, 
1985, 1992; Gardner & MacIntyre, 1987; Horwitz et al., 1986; Horwitz, 1988, 
1989, 1999, 2001).  
In the past two decades, an increasing number of researchers have 
realized the important influence of language beliefs in foreign language learning 
process. Several studies have focused on language learning beliefs and tried to 
explore, describe or explain the role of beliefs in second language learning. 
(Wenden, 1986a, 1986b; 1987, 1991; Abraham & Vann, 1987; Horwitz, 1985, 
1987, 1988, 1999; Cotterall, 1995, 1999; Riley, 1997; Sakui & Gaies, 1999). 
Horwitz (1987, 1988) was the first to systematically identify learners’ beliefs about 
language learning. She wrote,  “ In 1987 and 1988, I argued that it was important 
to understand learner beliefs about language learning in order to understand 
learner approaches to and satisfactions with language instruction and offered an 
instrument, the Beliefs About Language learning Inventory (BALLI) to collect 
these beliefs systematically” (Horwitz, 1999, p.557). The BALLI was developed 
based on the results of free recall activities and group discussions with both 
foreign language and ESL learners and teachers. The BALLI has become a 
popular instrument for investigating beliefs about language learning. Although the 
BALLI and its modified or enlarged versions have been used in eliciting learners’ 
beliefs about language learning in studies of foreign language learners in the U.S., 





to date there is no comparable study of a less commonly taught foreign language 
by learners studying in a target language country. 
Learners’ beliefs about language learning are a major contributor to 
language anxiety (Young, 1991). Many studies have indicated that irrational beliefs 
of various kinds are correlated with high trait and state anxiety and various 
anxiety disorders (Albert Ellis, 1962; Lohr & Bonge, 1981; Himle et al., 1982; 
Deffenbacher et al., 1986; Cramer & Fong, 1991). Horwitz (1988) and a series of 
studies using the BALLI (Yang, 1992; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Kern, 1995; Oh, 
1996; and Kunt, 1997) found that the students had many unrealistic beliefs about 
various aspects of foreign language learning, such as the difficulty of language 
learning and language aptitude. These unrealistic beliefs might be an important 
source of foreign language anxiety. For example, the students in these studies 
substantially underestimated the time needed for learning a foreign language. This 
over-optimism about foreign language learning could easily cause frustration and 
anxiety (Young, 1991; Horwitz, 1999).  
Findings from studies investigating the effects of anxiety indicate that 
foreign language anxiety is fairly common among language learners (Young, 
1991). Gardner et al (1987) revealed that significantly higher levels of language 
anxiety and significantly lower self-evaluations of language learning competence 
could make some students become drop-outs, though their levels of foreign 
language achievement were not significantly different from those of continuing 
students. According to Krashen (1985), a high affective filter including a high 
level of anxiety would increase the difficulty of second language acquisition.  
Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope defined foreign language anxiety as “a 
distinct complex of self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings and behaviors related to 
classroom language learning arising from the uniqueness of the language learning 
process” (Horwitz, et al., 1986, p.128) and were the first to propose a situation-
specific anxiety in response to language learning. The Foreign Language 





first anxiety measure to treat general foreign language anxiety as a separate and 
distinct phenomenon particular to language leaning. The FLCAS is “a self-report 
measure which assesses the degree of anxiety, as evidenced by negative 
performance expectancies and social comparisons, psycho-physiological 
symptoms, and avoidance behaviors” (Horwitz et al., 1986, p.559). Although 
there have been an increased number of studies about foreign language anxiety in 
recent years, almost all of them have focused on commonly taught foreign 
language learners and ESL learners in the U.S. and EFL learners in other 
countries (Rodriguez, 1995; Truitt, 1997; Kunt, 1997; Kim, 1998; Yan, 1998; 
Owuegbuzie et al., 1999; Bailey et al., 1999; Spitalli, 2000; Coulombe, 2000). 
Foreign language anxiety in learners of less commonly taught foreign languages, 
especially in target language environments has received little attention.  
Gardner et al. (Gardner et al., 1983; Gardner, 1985, 1988; Gardner et al., 
1999) proposed a Socio-Educational Model of Second Language Acquisition to 
explore the important role of the socio-cultural milieu in second language 
learning process. Gardner et al. (1999) indicated: that “the sociocultural milieu 
plays an important role in that it can influence individuals of attitudes, 
motivation, and anxiety as well as the relative importance that these attributes 
play in the language learning process” (p.422). They also suggested, that “another 
factor that may be an important determinant of second language achievement is 
the relative presence of the second language group in the community. Research 
suggests that one’s degree of contact with the second language group will have an 
influence on the extent to which a second language is learned”. However, “in 
monolingual communities, other contextual aspects such as the second language 
learning situation and parental encouragement may play a larger role in the 
student’s motivation and achievement” (p.423). Gardner et al. (1983) viewed 
motivation to be a cause of language anxiety such as high levels of motivation 





MacIntyre, 1993, Gardner et al., 1999) viewed motivation as both a cause and an 
effective of anxiety.  
According to Gardner et al.’s Socio-Educational Model, compared with 
learners of commonly taught foreign language in the U.S and abroad, ESL 
learners and learners of less commonly taught foreign language in the U.S. and 
EFL learners in other countries, American students studying Chinese in China as 
a group might have some important differences in motivation, beliefs about 
language learning, and anxiety resulting from the unique socio-cultural context of 
studying a less commonly taught foreign language in a target language 
environment.  
Based on Gardner et al.’s Socio-Educational Model, it is also possible that 
American students studying Chinese in China with different ethnic backgrounds 
are essentially in a different socio-cultural context, because of the influence of 
their ethnic languages and cultures. These varying socio-cultural contexts might 
influence the students’ orientations towards and reactions to studying Chinese 
abroad.  
Generally speaking, Chinese is more difficult for English speakers to 
learn than commonly taught foreign languages (McGinnis, 1994; Pease, 1996). 
However, Chinese would seem to be easier to learn for most students with Asian 
backgrounds, especially those with Chinese backgrounds, because of the similarity 
of their ethnic languages and cultures. In addition, false beginners (students who 
have a high level of Chinese but pretend to be beginning learners for easy grades) 
and the high drop-out rate among students without Asian backgrounds are two 
particular phenomena in Chinese classes (Christensen & Wu, 1993; Norman, 
1996; Pease, 1996; Wen, 1997).   
Because of the differences between the English language and American 
culture and the less commonly taught foreign languages and cultures, learning a 
less commonly taught foreign language would seem to be different from learning 





commonly taught foreign language and culture context, is not only different from 
studying the same foreign language at home but also different from studying 
abroad in a commonly taught foreign language and culture context. Several 
studies have indicated that American students studying Chinese in China and 
studying Japanese in Japan have experienced high levels of cultural conflicts and 
foreign language anxiety because of difference social societies, education systems, 
teaching methods, values and customs (Xu, 1985; Bi, 1985, 1989; Burnaby & Sun, 
1989; Penner, 1995; Mizuno, 1998; Hinenoya & Gatbonton, 2000).  
Because of different socio-cultural contexts, studies of learners of less 
commonly taught languages require theories especially related to learning less 
commonly taught foreign languages in a target language context. Chinese culture 
strongly influences China’s education system, teaching philosophy and teaching 
methods. On the one hand, the Chinese language teachers who teach American 
students in China have strong knowledge of Chinese language and culture, but 
very few of them know very much about English and American culture, nor do 
they understand American ways of learning and teaching. Many of them have 
never studied any foreign language or been abroad. On the other hand, almost all 
American students without Chinese family backgrounds start to study Chinese as 
adult learners. When going to study in China, they know little about Chinese 
culture, especially the educational system and teaching methods. Therefore, it is 
not uncommon for Chinese teachers to impose values from their own culture on 
learners especially with respect to methods of learning Chinese. American 
learners, however, may have difficulty adapting their learning styles to their 
teachers’ approaches. 
The introduction of socio-cultural dimensions into the study of 
motivation towards learning a foreign language, beliefs about language learning 
and foreign language anxiety research has already resulted in some important 
results. However, there are no studies of a less commonly taught foreign language 





role of learners’ ethnic languages and cultural backgrounds in learning a less 
commonly taught foreign language where foreign language learners’ affective 
characteristics might conflict with the socio-cultural context. According to her 
study of Japanese students studying English in Japan, LoCastro (1994, 1995) 
questioned Oxford’s claim (1990) that the learning strategies used by students in 
ESL program in North American university settings could apply to L2 learners 
with different educational and social backgrounds and called for more research 
on language strategies in different learning environments. 
In order to motivate students with various backgrounds towards learning 
Chinese, especially Chinese in China, to reduce their anxiety and to improve their 
learning achievements, it is important to explore the role of ethnic languages and 
cultures in learning Chinese, students’ reasons for learning Chinese in China, their 
beliefs about language learning, and their levels of foreign language anxiety. This 
research is necessary not only because Chinese is a less commonly taught foreign 
language in the U.S. and the Chinese language and culture are so different from 
English and Western culture, but also because the Chinese language is spoken by 
the largest population in the world. In addition, the Chinese culture has a history 
of more than 5,000 years and China and the U.S. are both world powers, which 
are strongly influenced by each other.   
 
                                              Research Questions 
 
This study addressed the following research questions: 
  
1.  What are the demographic characteristics of American college students 
learning Chinese in China? 
             2. What kinds of reasons do American College students have for learning 





3. What are the language learning beliefs of American college students 
learning Chinese in China? How do these beliefs compare with the beliefs of 
other learning groups? 
4. What are the views and evaluations about learning Chinese in China 
among the American students learning Chinese in China? 
5. What factors contribute to the language learning beliefs of the 
American students learning Chinese in China?  
6. What levels of foreign language anxiety do the American students 
learning Chinese in China have? Are there different levels of foreign language 
anxiety among the different subgroups? 
7. What factors contribute to the anxiety of the American students 
learning Chinese in China among the three ethnic groups? 
 
                            Significance of the Study 
 
This study has important theoretical and practical implications. 
Theoretically, the findings of this study might contribute to the 
development of existing theories about learners’ motivation towards learning 
foreign languages, learners’ beliefs about language learning and their foreign 
language anxiety. The findings of this study will likely be the first to provide 
empirical insights about American students’ reasons for studying a less commonly 
taught foreign language abroad, their beliefs about language learning and their 
foreign language anxiety.  
The present study will be the first to explore the affective characteristics 
of American students learning Chinese, based on their ethnic languages and 
cultural background. Previous studies either considered Chinese learners as a 
single group or excluded Non-Asian background students. In order to describe 
the affective characteristics of American students learning Chinese, it is important 





Chinese. Accordingly, this study will compare three ethnic-origin groups (Non-
Asian background, Asian background and Chinese background).  
In addition, the language learning beliefs of American students learning 
Chinese in China will be compared with those of American students learning 
foreign languages in the U.S. and ESL learners in other countries to determine if 
American students learning Chinese in China have distinctive beliefs. The present 
study aims to present a picture of the similarities and differences of language 
learning beliefs among various types of second language learners. 
The findings of this study might also have practical significance. Since 
there are few quantitative studies in foreign language education in China, this 
study might provide a model for other quantitative studies of language education 
in China. The findings of this study might help Chinese language teachers better 
understand the similarities and differences among learners of different ethnic 
backgrounds and the role of ethnic languages and cultures in learning Chinese. 
The information offered in this study might also help administrators of Chinese 
language programs as well as Chinese language teachers in the U.S. and China 
develop better programs to meet the needs of American students studying 
















                                   CHAPTER 2   
 
                            LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
This chapter will review the research literature pertaining to the two 
major constructs of this study:  beliefs abut foreign language learning and foreign 
language anxiety, including the relationship among beliefs, motivation and 
anxiety. The literature review regarding study abroad and Chinese language 
learning and teaching appears in Chapter 3: Overview of Study Abroad and 
Teaching Chinese as a Foreign Language.  
   
          Learner Beliefs About Foreign Language Learning  
 
Learners of all foreign languages have opinions about learning materials, 
instructional methods, learning situation and teachers. “Definite view points on 
the best techniques for learning a language, the ‘right’ age to begin language study, 
and the nature of the language learning process are the subject of airline magazine 
articles, Sunday supplement advertisements, and cocktail party small-talk”. 
“Language students have probably been exposed to many common and 
sometimes contradictory notions about language learning” (Horwitz, 1988, 
p.283). As Foss and Reizel (1988) indicated, beliefs originate from cultures and 
families, and are also developed from life experiences. Language beliefs play an 
important role in foreign language learning, because they affect “learners’ 
expectations for and commitment to” their foreign language learning (Horwitz, 
1988). 
Although beliefs about language learning have been studied for a long 
time, many researchers have recognized the difficulty of defining beliefs and 
language learning beliefs. Pajares (1992) regarded beliefs as a “messy” construct. 





beliefs and the varying agendas of researchers. Izard and Smith (1982) argued that 
the paradoxical nature of beliefs stems from the verb “to believe” expressing 
both doubt and assurance. The term belief is used to form or judge, justify or 
condemn. James (1991) noted that beliefs influenced actions and actions or facts, 
in turn, modified beliefs. Dewey (1933) defined beliefs as a form of thought and a 
part of our experience. They are not considered the ideal form of thought 
because they are not based on evidence but on opinions, traditions and customs. 
As a part of our experience they are obstacles and promoters of knowledge at the 
same time. Dewey (1983) further explained that "Beliefs are not made by 
existence in a mechanical or logical or psychological sense. 'Reality' naturally 
instigates belief” (p.84). Dewey described beliefs as paradoxical, changing and 
dynamic. Pintrich et al. (1993) claimed the nature of beliefs as a paradox that 
existed for the learner: on the one hand, current conceptions potentially 
constituted momentum that resisted conceptual change; but they also provided 
frameworks that the learner could use to interpret and understand new potentially 
conflicting information.  
As was the case in defining beliefs in general, defining beliefs about 
language learning is also difficult. Several definitions have been used to refer to 
beliefs about language learning including folklinguistic theories of learning (Miller 
& Ginsberg, 1990); learner representations (Holec, 1987); representations (Riley, 
1994); learners' philosophy of language learning (Abraham & Vann, 1987); 
metacognitive knowledge (Wenden, 1986a, 1987); cultural beliefs (Gardner, 
1988); learning culture (Riley. 1997); the culture of learning languages (Barcelos, 
1995) and the culture of learning (Cortazzi & Jin, 1996). Although researchers use 
different terms, their definitions refer to the nature of language and language 
learning. Some definitions stress cultural aspects, socio-cultural milieus and the 
social nature of beliefs. Learners’ beliefs about language learning are seen to be 
shaped by factors such as opinions from their parents and siblings, teachers, 





culture in communities, and ethnic background cultures. People’s awareness of 
their own academic learning abilities, particularly with respect to language 
learning and their previous life experiences relevant to language learning also 
contribute to the formation of beliefs. Language learning beliefs are not only a 
cognitive concept, they are also social constructs born out of our experiences 
and problems (Gardner et al., 1983; Gardner, 1985, 1988; Gardner et al., 1999).  
 
Research On Beliefs About Foreign Language Learning 
 
In recent years, an increasing number of researchers have stressed the 
influence of language beliefs in foreign language learning. Several studies have 
focused on language learning beliefs and tried to explore, describe or explain the 
role of language learning beliefs (Wenden, 1986, 1987, 1991; Abraham & Vann, 
1987; Horwitz, 1985, 1987, 1988, 1999; Cotterall, 1995, 1999; Riley, 1997; Sakui & 
Gaies, 1999). A series of investigations have related language learning beliefs to 
the use of language learning strategies (Wenden, 1987; Horwitz, 1987; Yang, 
1992; Elbaum et al., 1993; Oxford, 1990; Kern, 1995), foreign language anxiety 
(Horwitz, 1990; Truitt, 1995; Oh, 1996; Kunt, 1997; Coulombe, 2000), teacher’s 
beliefs about language learning or teaching (Horwitz, 1985; Nunan, 1988; 
MeCargar, 1993; Lutz, 1990; Kern, 1995; Samimy & Lee, 1997), and 
metacognitive awareness (Carrell, 1989; Van & Abraham, 1990; Victori & 
Lockhart, 1995; Wenden, 1991, 1998).   
Existing studies on beliefs about language learning can be categorized by 
language learning context: (1) foreign language learners in the U.S. (a) commonly 
taught foreign language learners in the U.S. (Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1995; Hurt, 
1997; Rifkin, 2000) (b) less commonly taught foreign languages in the U.S. (Oh, 
1996; Kuntz, 1996; Sammimy & Lee, 1997; Mori, 1999a, 1999b; Hinenoya, 2000; 
(2) foreign language learners in a target language country (this study); (3) learners 





1987; Horwitz, 1987; Cotterall, 1995; (4) learners of English as a foreign language 
in Japan, (Luppescu & Day, 1990; Saki & Gaies, 1999), Korea (Park, 1995; Truitt, 
1995; Kim-Yoon, 2000), China (Su, 1995; Wang, 1996), Hong Kong (Benson & 
Lor, 1999), Taiwan (Yang, 1992; Huang, 1997; Tsai, 2003; Wu, 2003), Russia 
(Tumposky, 1991; Gaies et al., 1999), North Cyprus (Kunt, 1997) and Brazil 
(Barcelos, 1995).  
Wenden (1986a, 1987) and Horwitz (1985) are pioneers in research about 
language learning beliefs. Wenden interviewed 25 advanced-level adult ESL 
learners in New York City and divided the learners’ beliefs about language 
learning into three categories. Category one emphasized the importance of using 
the language naturally and frequently. Category two stressed the necessity of 
formal language learning, especially grammar and vocabulary. Category three 
focused on the role of personal factors. Wenden found that learners’ beliefs 
about language learning were expressed in “(1) the kinds of strategies they used; 
(2) what they attended to; (3) the criteria they used to evaluate the effectiveness of 
learning activities and social contexts which gave them the opportunity to use and 
practice the language; and (4) where they concentrated the use of their strategies” 
(1986a, p.4). In addition, Wenden (1987) found that learners’ beliefs about 
language learning were consistent with their use of language learning strategies.  
Horwitz (1983b, 1985, 1987, 1988) was the first to systematically identify 
learners’ beliefs about language learning. She conducted free-recall activities and 
group discussions with both foreign language and ESL learners and teachers to 
identify common beliefs about language learning. Based on these results, she 
developed an instrument to elicit learners’ beliefs about language learning, the 
Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI). The instrument was then 
pilot-tested with 150 first-semester foreign language students at The University of 
Texas at Austin (Horwitz, 1985). The BALLI contains 34 items that are 
categorized into 5 categories: (1) the difficulty of foreign learning; (2) foreign 





communication strategies; and (5) motivation and expectations. Horwitz (1987) 
administered the BALLI to 32 intermediate ESL students from various cultural 
backgrounds enrolled in a university intensive English program. Subsequently, 
Horwitz (1988) used the BALLI with American students of foreign languages. 
Two hundred and forty-one university students of German, French and Spanish 
participated in this study. The responses of these foreign language learners were 
more diverse than those of the ESL students. The results of both studies showed 
that most students believed in the difficulty of learning a second or foreign 
language but underestimated the time needed for mastering a language. They 
generally had overly-optimistic and unrealistic expectations for learning 
achievement. This was especially true for the foreign language learners. Although 
many students realized the importance of communicative teaching methods, they 
still emphasized learning vocabulary and grammar, the repetition of tapes, and 
correct pronunciation from the beginning of language learning. Most of students 
of foreign languages did not have strong desires to know the foreign culture and 
did not believe that mastering a foreign language would help them to get a better 
job. Most of the ESL learners had a strong will to learn about American culture 
and believed that one could learn English better in an English-speaking country. 
Horwitz (1999) found that various cultural backgrounds and previous experience 
played an important role in learners’ beliefs about language learning, particularly 
for ESL learners and concluded that unrealistic beliefs might be a cause for 
foreign language anxiety and poor language learning and performance. 
Tumposky (1991) did a comparative study of language learning beliefs 
held by university ESL students in the U.S.S.R. and university students of Spanish 
and French in the U.S. The findings indicated that although the two groups of 
learners lived in very different sociolinguistic settings and studied different 
foreign languages, they held similar beliefs about language learning. Both groups 
strongly believed in the concept of aptitude for foreign language learning, a 





importance of practice and excellent pronunciation. Both groups also disagreed 
that those who are good at math are not good at foreign languages and all three 
target languages--English, French and Spanish were rated as languages of 
medium-difficulty.  
Kern (1995) used the BALLI to examine the degree to which American 
foreign language students' beliefs about language learning corresponded to those 
of their instructors. Twelve instructors and two hundred eighty-eight university 
students of French participated in this study. The findings showed that overall, 
the students' and the instructor's beliefs were similar, but some of the students’ 
beliefs did not match their respective instructors, particularly with respect to 
pronunciation, error correction and the importance of learning grammar and 
vocabulary. Kern indicated that instructors' practices might not be consistent with 
their own beliefs because the instructors had to follow the requirements of their 
program. Therefore, instructors’ teaching practices might have a greater impact 
on learners' beliefs than the instructors' actual beliefs. The degree of "fitness" 
between teachers' and students' beliefs might "be related or depend on other 
factors such as instructors' personalities, teaching styles, level of experience, 
grading practices, choices and implementation of classroom activities" (p.80).  
Oh (1996) was probably the first to use the BALLI to investigate the 
beliefs of students of a less commonly taught foreign language. One hundred 
ninety-five university students enrolled in first -and second- year Japanese classes 
participated in this study.  The results showed that more of the second-year 
students tended to agree or strongly agree with the individual BALLI items. 
While both groups considered Japanese to be a difficult to a very difficult 
language, the first-year students were more optimistic than the second year-
students about the time needed to become fluent in Japanese. The second- year 
students more strongly believed that learning a foreign language required a special 
aptitude than the first-year students. Both groups recognized the importance of 





more than the first-year students. Both groups also highly valued learning Kanji 
and having an excellent pronunciation. They also overwhelmingly endorsed the 
importance of repeating and practicing a lot, showed a strong motivation to learn 
Japanese and had optimistic views about a better job. Oh concluded, “with the 
globalization of the economic communities of the world and the need for 
Americans to be competitive in international business, Japanese programs are 
attracting ambitious and motivated students. The data showed that they indeed 
held various beliefs and opinions that were different from students learning other 
commonly-taught languages” (p.67). 
Several studies used the BALLI to examine EFL learners’ beliefs about 
language learning in foreign countries. Most of the studies were conducted in 
East Asian countries (Japan: Luppescu & Day, 1990; Saki & Gaies, 1999. Korea: 
Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Kim-Yoon, 2000. China: Su, 1995; Wang, 1996. Hong 
Kong: Benson & Lor, 1999. Taiwan: Yang, 1992; Huang, 1997; Tsai, 2003). 
Rapidly developing economies in East Asia make EFL learners in this area the 
largest EFL population in the world. The differences between East Asian and 
American cultures, including the language systems, makes studies on EFL 
learners’ beliefs about language learning particularly relevant to the present study. 
Yang (1992) was the first to use the BALLI outside the North American context. 
She administered a Chinese version of the BALLI to 505 students enrolled in 
undergraduate English classes in Taiwan. The results indicated that EFL learners 
in Taiwan generally had similar beliefs about language learning to those of ESL 
learners in the U.S. However, EFL learners in Taiwan showed stronger 
agreement with traditional teaching and learning methods and more optimism 
about the time needed for mastering English, and their ultimate success in 
English than the ESL students. Many other studies in East Asian countries 
showed similar results (Korea: Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Kim-Yoon, 2000; Su, 





Horwitz (1999) compared the beliefs about language learning reported in 
seven studies using the BALLI. These studies were Horwitz’s study (1988) on 
students of German, French and Spanish, Kern’s study (1995) of students and 
teachers of French, Oh’s study (1996) of students of Japanese, Truitt’s (1995) and 
Park’s (1995) studies of Korean EFL students, Yang’s study (1992) of Taiwan 
EFL students and Kunt’s study (1997) of Turkish heritage EFL students. 
Horwitz chose 3 to 5 items each area of the BALLI for comparison. Horwitz 
identified several differences between the American foreign language learners and 
the EFL learners. She found, “The Asian and Turkish heritage learners were less 
convinced than the Americans about the relative difficulty of some languages but 
believed more strongly that learning vocabulary is key to foreign language 
learning”(p.571). She also found that the Asian and Turkish heritage learners were 
motivated instrumentally while American learners tended to have more 
integrative motivation. She argued that the differences might be caused by 
different culture and learning setting.  
Horwitz also found some differences among the American groups. 
Although students of French and their instructors primarily belonged to the same 
cultural group, there were a wide range of differences between them on belief 
items related to “the difficulty of language learning, language learning aptitude, 
the nature of language learning, the importance of accent, and motivation for 
language learning” (p.571). Horwitz suggested that these differences might be 
caused by non-cultural factors, such as age, stage of learning, and professional 
status. There were also substantial belief differences between students of Japanese 
and students of other foreign languages. Compared with other foreign language 
learners, students of Japanese generally judged their target language to be more 
difficult and estimated more time needed for leaning it; they endorsed special 
language learning aptitude more strongly, but also were less positive about their 
own language learning abilities. In addition, they “believed in the importance of 





they “anticipated that their language learning would lead to increased job 
opportunities” while the other American learners did not.  Horwitz suggested 
that an important reason for these differences might be that “Japanese instruction 
attracts a different type of students than the more commonly taught language in 
the USA.” “Like English abroad’, Japanese in the US might “have greater 
instrumental value than the other languages” (p.572-573). Some belief differences 
were also identified within the EFL groups. Horwitz found that although the two 
Korean groups shared a common culture, there were differences between them, 
such as their ratings of the difficulty of English, their emphasis on grammar 
learning and translation and their desire to learn English to get to know English 
native speakers better. Horwitz argued that these differences might be caused by 
individual or current situational differences.   
Beliefs, Motivation and Anxiety 
Belie s and Mot vation f i
Gardner and Lambert (1959, 1972) laid the foundation for the 
motivational theory of second language acquisition. In their classic study in 1959, 
Gardner and Lambert introduced the constructs of “integrative” and  
“instrumental” motivation in second language acquisition. Based on their 
definition, integrative motivation is concerned with an interest in the culture of 
the target language group, a desire to meet people in that language community, 
and to integrate oneself with the target language community. Instrumental 
motivation, on the other hand, represents a more practical and utilitarian reason 
for language learning, such as meeting the requirements for school graduation, 
traveling, getting a better job or enhancing professional career. Studies have 
generally shown that learners with integrative motivation in foreign language 
learning were more motivated and more successful than those with instrumental 
motivation (Gardner and MacIntyre, 1991; Crookes & Schmidt, 1991; Ellis, 1997; 





competence but also to attain psychological integration with the target culture 
(Crookes & Schmidt, 1991).  
Although the superiority of integrative motivation over instrumental 
motivation was shown in the early research literature, the importance of 
instrumental motivation was emphasized in later studies. Gardner (1985) shifted 
the stress from integrative motivation to the degree or intensity of learners’ 
motivation. Gardner (1991) and other researchers (Au, 1988; Oxford et al., 1989; 
Crookes & Schmidt, 1991) indicated that there might not be a uniformly superior 
kind of motivation in terms of ultimate foreign language performance. Gardner 
and his colleagues (Gardner et al., 1983; Gardner, 1985, 1988; Gardner et al., 
1999) claimed that the socio-cultural context of language learning was responsible 
for which kinds of motivation facilitated ultimate achievement. Compared with 
the results of studies on ESL learners in the Philippines and French learners in 
Canada, Gardner found that instrumental motivation was more predictive of 
English achievement among Philippine ESL learners since they needed English 
for their career, while integrative motivation was more predictive among 
Canadian French learners as they learned French mainly for approaching the 
French-speaking Canadian population and understanding their culture. Foreign 
language learners generally choose instrumental reasons more frequently than 
integrative reasons to study a new language (Hudson, 2000). Importantly, Brown 
(2000) argued that learners rarely choose only one type of motivation, 
instrumental or integrative, when studying a foreign language, but rather a 
combination of both. MacIntyre (1991) found that instrumental motivation was 
effective for beginning learners of second language and that integrative 
motivation might not be superior to instrumental motivation.  
Cultural beliefs play an important role in motivation. Gardner (1985) 
argued that cultural beliefs contribute to learners’ motivational orientations. Based 
on their Socio-Educational Model of Second Language Acquisition, Gardner et 





the socio-cultural milieu influenced a learner’s beliefs about other cultures and 
languages. They argued that: “Individuals’ early experiences in a specific socio-
cultural context could be expected to play a role in the development of their 
attitudes and motivation associated with second language learning. Moreover, 
their experiences in the home, which may or may not be the same as their 
experiences in the social environment, could similarly influence their attitudes and 
motivation” (Gardner et al., 1999, p.422). “Another factor that may be an 
important determinant of second language achievement is the relative presence of 
the second language group in the community. Research suggests that one’s degree 
of contact with the second language group will have an influence on the extent to 
which a second language is learned.” However, “in monolingual communities, 
other contextual aspects such as the second language learning situation and 
parental encouragement may play a larger role in the student’s motivation and 
achievement” (Gardner et al., 1999, p.423). With respect to the motivation of 
Asian students, Stigler et al. (1985) claimed that the reason Asian American 
students evaluated themselves more critically than Non-Asian students was that 
they were educated to believe that their family’s and community’s needs and 
expectations were more important than their individual desires. Wen (1997) 
investigated the initial motivations that led 77 first- and second-year learners of 
Chinese to study the language and subsequently, to continue studying the 
language. The results of her study showed that “intrinsic interest in Chinese 
culture” and “desire to understand one’s own culture heritage” were the primary 
motivations of these students (p.235).    
Ellis (1997) indicated that the dominant cultural context in a country 
could have a great impact on learners’ beliefs about foreign language learning and 
ultimately their motivation towards foreign language learning. In monocultural 
countries such as Britain, many believed that they did not need to learn foreign a 
language and culture and that minority groups should assimilate into the 





as Canada and the U.S., bilingualism and biculturalism are often advocated and 
encouraged. Ellis also claimed that the cultural context in an institution, such as a 
school, might influence second language learning and performance.  
Eccles and Wigfield  (Eccles, 1983; Eccles & Wigfiled, 1995) found that 
task value and expectancy-related beliefs could affect an individual’s academic 
behavior, including choice, effort, persistence and achievement. They found that 
task value and expectancy-related beliefs were the two most important 
predicators of achievement behavior. Pintrich and DeGroot (1990) described 
expectancy as “students’ beliefs that they are able to perform that task and that 
they are responsible for their own performance,” and values as “students’ goals 
for the task and their beliefs about the importance and interest of the task”               
(p.33-34). Based on observing on ESL learners, MacItyre (1995) found that 
students who believed English proficiency was one of the factors that determined 
their academic success tended to ask questions, participate in discussions and 
make friends with native speakers. The results of Robert’s (1992) investigation of 
703 university freshmen’s beliefs about the value of foreign language learning 
showed that interest about the target language community and its culture were 
primary reasons for studying a foreign language. In addition, Stevenson et al. 
(1986) found in their observations of Chinese, Japanese and American societies 
that students’ task value beliefs could be influenced by their cultural backgrounds. 
Cultural institutions, such as families and schools, played an important role in 
students’ learning and task performance. They claimed that the values in Asian 
American families, such as expectations for achievement and upward mobility, 
obligations fulfillment, respect for education, social comparison with other Asian 
American families, and obedience to authority, promoted the students’ 
educational achievements, in all academic areas. For Asian students learning 
another language at school was regarded as learning another skill that might be 





Goal theory is one of the approaches used to understand students’ 
motivation for academic achievement (Weiner, 1990). Dweck and Leggett (1988) 
claimed that learners’ goals could be classified as either mastery goal or 
performance goals based on their implicit beliefs about intelligence and ability.  
Learners with a mastery goal have an incremental perspective of intelligence and 
regard learning as a process of self-improvement. Learners with a performance 
goal tend to ascribe success or failure to ability, while learners with a mastery goal 
tend to attribute success or failure to effort. Language learners who set goals of 
self-development and enjoyment tend to be more successful (Noels et al., 1999). 
Goal setting is also affected by social cultural contexts. Influenced by their social 
cultural backgrounds, Asian American students, compared with other American 
students, are found to set higher goals when evaluating their performance and 
devote more time and effort to obtaining their goals (Sigler et al., 1985).  
Rotter (1966) proposed the control beliefs notion. Based on the control 
beliefs theory, individuals with an external locus of control believed that 
reinforcement occurs due to forces outside their personal control; individuals 
with an internal locus of control believed that reinforcements occur due to 
forces within their personal control. Positive relations between internal control 
and successful learning are reported in a number of studies (Mark, 1998). Uba 
(1994) found that compared with European-Americans, Chinese Americans and 
Japanese Americans tended to have a more external locus of control. He claimed 
that American cultural values and beliefs, which emphasize self-reliance, 
cultivate a more internal locus of control; whereas Asian cultural values and 
beliefs, which emphasize interdependence of people with the family or 
community, cultivate a more external locus of control. 
Perceived efficacy beliefs can also play an important role in 
motivation. Self-efficacy is an individual’s evaluation about his or her specific 
performance capabilities on a particular type of task. Self-efficacy might 





difficulties through an inferential process involving weighing the relative 
contributions of many factors (Bandura, 1982, 1997). Weiner (1979) found that 
students’ judgments of the cause of their academic success or failure offered 
important sources of self-efficacy. The factors, such as ability, effort, task 
difficulty and luck, were attributed to their academic success. Satisfaction occured 
when successes were ascribed to themselves rather than to external factors. 
Ehrman (1996) indicated that self-efficacy, linguistic self-confidence, and self-
determination were powerful motivational factors for foreign language 
learning. Condly (1999) found that perceived efficacy was an effective 
predictor of academic achievement regardless of ability level, gender, age, or 
any other similar variable. Finally, Millier et al. (1993) found that compared to 
students with a low sense of efficacy, students with a high sense of efficacy 
were more likely to choose difficult tasks, make greater effort, persist longer, 
apply appropriate problem solving strategies, and have less fear and anxiety.  
Interestingly, Oettingen et al. (1994) found that the theory of 
self-efficacy might not be applicable to students with Asian backgrounds 
and their achievement. The Asian American students in this study 
tended to underestimate their own abilities, while the Non-Asian 
American students overestimated their own abilities. Thus, Asian-American 
students reported a lower level of situational self-efficacy beliefs than Non-
Asian Americans. For Asian-Americans, due to their cultural beliefs, fear of 
academic failure could better predict achievement than self-efficacy. Steinberg 
et al. (1992) found that the fear of failure, combined with beliefs in the 
importance of effort, made Asian American students study longer. Huang and 
Chang’s (1998) study on ESL learners also indicated that self-efficacy might 
not have an important impact on Asian ESL learners.  
 






Several studies have shown that irrational beliefs are related to high trait 
and state anxiety and various anxiety disorders (Albert Ellis, 1962; Lohr & Bonge, 
1981; Himle et al., 1982; Deffenbacher et al., 1986; and Cramer & Fong, 1991). 
Ellis (1962) proposed a rational emotive model of psychotherapy based on his 
study of the relationship between irrational beliefs and emotional responses. 
Irrational beliefs or unrealistic beliefs may also have a great impact on foreign 
language anxiety. Young (1991) argued that learners’ beliefs were a main 
contributor to foreign language anxiety, and Price (1991) indicated that anxiety 
might derive from learners’ beliefs that they lack sufficient foreign language 
aptitude and skills. The findings of Gardner et al’s (1987) study regarding the 
second language performance of language dropouts revealed that dropouts had 
significantly higher levels of language anxiety and significantly lower self-
evaluations of language learning even though their foreign language achievement 
was not significantly different than that of continuing students. The results of 
Horwitz et al.’s (1986) and Horwitz’s (1988) studies suggested that an over-
concern for correctness in foreign language learning could increase foreign 
language anxiety.   
Horwitz (1988) and a series of studies using the BALLI (Yang, 1992; 
Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Kern, 1995; Oh, 1996; and Kunt, 1997) showed that 
students had many unrealistic beliefs about foreign language learning with respect 
to the difficulty of language learning, language aptitude, strategies for language 
learning and self-evaluation of language learning. The students in these studies 
had an obvious over-optimism about foreign language learning, substantially, 
underestimating the time needed for learning a foreign language.  
Beliefs based on different ethnic cultures may have an important impact 
on levels of anxiety. Chang (1997) reviewed a series of studies on social anxiety 
and East Asian culture and found that “anxiety disorders and phobias in East 





typically other-oriented” (p.119). He contended that East Asian patterns of child-
rearing practices were “moralistic” (or social), whereas Anglo-American patterns 
were psychological (or individualistic).  He claimed,  “the contrasting forms of 
social anxiety and social phobia seen in East Asian and Anglo-American culture 
reflect the differing viewpoints of each culture regarding the relation between 
individuals and their society” (p.119). A few studies have shown that Asian 
Americans have higher levels of trait, social, test and phobic anxiety than 
Caucasians (Sue & Kirk, 1973; Marsella et al., 1973; Zane et al., 1991; Berg & 
Jaya, 1993; Aldwin and Greenberger, 1987). The findings of Sue and Kirk’s 
(1973) study showed that Asian American students were more emotionally 
distressed and anxious when compared with Caucasian students, because of 
different ethnic cultures. Aldwin and Greenberger (1987) noted that Koreans 
were more depressed and anxious than Caucasians and ascribed the differences 
between the two groups to their different cultural values. Interestingly, Lucas 
(1984) argued that Japanese students are afraid to make mistakes and are anxious 
to talk in ESL class because of their early education about “losing face”. In 
addition, Truitt’s (1995) study of EFL learners in Korea and Yan’s (1998) study 
on EFL learners in China reported much higher levels of anxiety than levels 
found in Kunt’s (1997) study of Turkish and Turkish-Cyprus EFL learners. In 
contrast, studies on American learners of different foreign languages in the U.S. 
showed relatively similar levels of foreign language anxiety (Horwitz, 1986; Aida, 
1994; and Oh, 1996).  
Beliefs can also be influenced by cultural conflict and adjustment to 
foreign environments. Lin et al.’s (2001) cross-cultural comparison of Chinese 
and Caucasian students in Canada with respect to state and trait anxiety showed 
that the Chinese students experienced significantly higher levels of trait anxiety 
resulting from cultural conflict and ambiguous situations than did the Caucasians. 





might contribute to a high level of anxiety and adjustment difficulties in Chinese 
students.  
Gregersen & Horwitz’s (2002) study of EFL learners in Chile showed a 
link between language anxiety and perfectionism. A relatively perfectionalistic 
belief system in Asian culture can likely cause a relatively high level of anxiety, but 
the positive side to this belief system can also be seen in the high achievement of 
Asian people (William & Rucker, 1996).  
Foreign language instruction based on their improper beliefs about 
language learning and teaching can lead to increased levels of foreign language 
anxiety. Young (1991) indicated that some teachers’ beliefs and related 
instructional methods, such as playing the role of a “drill sergeant” instead of a 
facilitator and immediately and constantly correcting errors were an important 
source of foreign language anxiety (p.428). The results of Kern’s (1995) study 
showed that mismatches between learners’ language beliefs and their teachers’ 
might also create and increase foreign language anxiety.  
Perceived proficiency can be an important source of foreign language 
anxiety. Bandura argued, “people experience anxiety when they perceive 
themselves ill-equipped to manage potentially injurious events” (p.141). Foss and 
Reitzel (1988) claimed that self-defeating beliefs resulted in low self-esteem, 
which hindered learners’ foreign language learning progress. They ascribed 
anxiety to learners’ self-perception. The findings of Clément et al.’ (1985, 1994) 
studies showed that perceived competence and anxiety were more closely related 
than were perceived competence and objective achievement. Gardner et al. 
(1984) found that the learners’ French class anxiety was most highly correlated 
with the factor related to self-perception of French competence. Pintrich and 
Degroot (1990) found that test anxiety was negatively related to self-efficacy 
beliefs. The results of Kondo’s (1999) study on Japanese EFL learners indicated 
that a lack of self-confidence beliefs could prevent EFL learners from speaking 





made the Japanese EFL learners less active speaking the target language outside 
the classroom.  
As noted earlier, irrational or unrealistic beliefs about language learning 
can cause anxiety, but anxiety can also affect learners’ language learning beliefs. 
Bandura (1982) claimed that beliefs could cause anxiety, and vice versa. He 
indicated that perceptions of inefficacy might lead to anxiety, and that anxiety, in 
turn, could affect self-efficacy beliefs. MacIntye et al. (1997) conducted a study of 
thirty-seven students of French in Canada with respect to their self-perceptions in 
foreign language and how language anxiety affected those assessments. The 
findings showed that language anxiety is associated negatively with both 
perceived and actual proficiency in French. They also found that the anxious 
learners tended to underestimate their competence, while less anxious learners 
tended to overestimate their competence.  
 
              Research on Foreign Language Anxiety 
 
Types of Anxiety  
 
      Anxiety as a concept and psychological phenomenon has been discussed 
and studied for a long time. Freud (1936) saw anxiety as an unpleasant emotional 
state characterized by a unique combination of phenomenological and 
physiological qualities and thought fear resulting from the ego’ reaction to 
external threats. Spielberger (1966) defined anxiety as “subjective, consciously 
perceived feelings of apprehension and tension, accompanied by or associated 
with activation or arousal of the autonomic nervous system” (p.16).  Spielberger 
further divided anxiety into “trait” and “state” anxiety. More recently the term 
“situation-specific anxiety” was put forward to particularly describe foreign 





perspective have become three approaches to the study of anxiety (MacIntye & 
Gardner, 1991a). 
 
Trait, State Anxiety and Situation Anxiety 
 
     Spielberger (1972) defined trait anxiety as “relatively stable individual 
differences in anxiety proneness, that is, to differences in the disposition to 
perceive a wide range of stimulus situations as threatening” (p.39). In contrast, he 
defined state anxiety  as “a transitory emotional state or condition of the human 
organism…This condition is characterized by subjective, consciously perceived 
feeling  of tension and apprehension, and activation of the autonomic nervous 
system” (p.39) “Trait anxiety is conceptualized as a relatively stable personality 
characteristic while state anxiety is seen as a response to a particular anxiety-
provoking stimulus such as an important test” (Horwitz, 2001. p.113). Trait 
anxiety “has been shown to impair cognitive functioning to disrupt memory, to 
lead to avoidance behaviors, and to have several other effects” (Eysenck, 1979; in 
MacIntye & Gardner, 1991c, p.87).   State anxiety is the apprehension, which 
takes place at a particular moment (Spielberger, 1983) and often accompanies 
physical signs such as “perspiration, sweaty palms, dry mouth, muscle 
contractions and tension, and increases in heart and perspiration rates” 
(Onwuebuze et al., 2000, p.88).  
      Situation specific anxiety is a type of anxiety that is experienced in a 
specific situation over time. “Situation-specific constructs can be seen as trait 
anxiety measures limited to a given context. Respondents are tested for their 
anxiety reactions in a well-defined situation such as public speaking, writing 
examinations, performing math, or participating in a foreign language class” 
(MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991a, p.91) Due to the characteristics of situation 
anxiety, “the term situation-specific anxiety has been used to emphasize the 





including public speaking anxiety and foreign language anxiety. Gardner (1985) 
argued that “a construct of anxiety which is not general but instead is specific to 
the language acquisition context is related to second language achievement” 
(p.284). Some researchers maintain that the most suitable measures for foreign 
language anxiety are the situation-specific measures (MacIntye & Gardner, 
1991a).  
      Endler (1975, 1983, 1988, and 1997) proposed a multidimensional 
interaction model of anxiety to explain how personal and situational variables 
interact to produce anxiety responses. In his model, state and trait anxiety are 
multidimensional. State anxiety has two dimensions, a cognitive-worry 
component and an autonomic-emotional component. Trait anxiety has at least 
four dimensions: social evaluation, physical danger, ambiguous situations and 
daily routines (Endler et al., 1989). Endler et al. used this model to study anxiety 
in Asian immigrants in North America, especially Chinese, and found that their 
anxious behaviors are multidimensional, with person variables (Chinese culture) 
and situation variables (immigrant experiences) interacting to produce their 
specific anxiety responses (Lin & Endler et al. 2001).  
 
Facilitating and Debilitating Anxiety 
 
      Alpert and Haber (1960) argued that learning and performance are 
affected both by facilitating anxiety and debilitating anxiety.  Facilitating anxiety 
can improve performance, whereas debilitating anxiety can hinder performance 
(Alpert & Haber, 1960 and Kleinmann, 1977). “Facilitating anxiety motivates the 
learner to ‘fight’ the new learning task; it gears the learner emotionally for 
approval behavior. Debilitating anxiety, in contrast, motivates the learner to ‘flee’ 
the new learning task; it stimulate the individual emotionally to adopt avoidance 






Foreign Language Anxiety   
 
      Brown (1973) pointed out that the construct of anxiety was intricately 
intertwined with self-esteem, inhibition, and risk-taking. Howitz et al. (1986) 
defined language anxiety as “ a distinct complex of self-perceptions, beliefs, 
feelings and behaviors related to classroom language learning arising from the 
uniqueness of the language learning process”(p.128). According to Young (1991) 
foreign language anxiety can manifest itself via a “distortion of sounds, inability to 
produce the intonation and rhythm of the language, ‘freezing up’ when called on 
to perform, and forgetting words or phrases just learned or simply refusing to 
speak and remaining silent” (p.430). Based on a synthesis of research conducted 
in formal and informal contexts, Gardner and MacIntyre (1993) provided a 
definition of language anxiety as “the apprehension experienced when a situation 
requires the use of a second language with which the individual is not fully 
proficient” (p.5). Thus, foreign language anxiety appears to be a complex, 
multidimensional phenomenon (Young, 1991), best described as a form of 
situation-specific anxiety The concept of language anxiety has been tested 
empirically and found to be distinct from other type of anxieties (Horwitz, 1986; 




“Since the mid 1960s scholar have entertained the possibility that anxiety 
interferences with second language learning and performance; however, 
documentation of that relationship came much later” (Horwitz, 2001, p.113). 
Scovel  (1978) reviewed several studies on anxiety and language learning and 
found a series of conflicting results. Some studies found a negative relationship 
between anxiety and foreign language learning, but others found positive or no 





findings, the early research on the role of anxiety in foreign language learning 
showed ambiguity (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989). Scovel (1978) explained that the 
conflicting findings resulted from different anxiety measures used in the various 
studies and concluded that “language researchers should be specific about the 
type of anxiety they are measuring” (Horwitz, 2001, p.113).  
 
Foreign Language Classroom Anx ety i
f
 
      Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope (1986) found that early researchers have 
“neither adequately defined foreign language anxiety nor described its effects on 
foreign language learning” (Horwitz, et al., 1986, p.28). They proposed “that a 
situation-specific anxiety construct which they called foreign language anxiety was 
responsible for students’ negative emotional reactions to language learning 
(Horwitz, 2001, p.114). Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope defined foreign language 
anxiety as “ a distinct complex of self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings and behaviors 
related to classroom language learning arising from the uniqueness of the 
language learning process”. They argued, “communication apprehension, test 
anxiety and fear of negative evaluation provide useful conceptual building blocks 
for a description of foreign language anxiety” (Horwitz, et al., 1986, p.128).   
Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope were the first to treat foreign language anxiety as a 
separate distinct phenomenon particular to foreign language learning (Young, 
1991).  They developed an instrument, the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety 
Scale (FLCAS), to capture specific anxiety reactions in foreign language learning. 
A series of studies using the FCLAS “have found a consistent moderate specific 
negative correlation between the FLCAS and measures of second language 
achievement (typically final grades)” (Horwitz, 2001, p.114).   
 






1. Theoretical explorations 
      From the perspective of second language acquisition, Krashen proposed 
the Monitor Model (Krashen, 1981; 1982a and 1985). Focusing on the effects of 
anxiety on input and processing, Krashen put forward an “affective filter” 
hypothesis. He suggested that the affective filter restrained a second language 
learner from getting input and hindered their progress in foreign language study. 
He argued “low-anxiety situations are more conductive to language acquisition 
than high-anxiety situation, and … people with high self-confidence and self-
esteem acquire faster than those without these characteristics” (Krashen, 1982b, 
p.24). According to Krashen, a high affective filter including a high level of 
anxiety would increase the difficulty of second language acquisition and a low 
affective filter would do the opposite. Krashen (1985) also argued that the 
existence of an “out filter” prevented a second language learner from being able 
to perform based on their competence. Krashen’s theory has had a great 
influence in the area of second language acquisition. “Many language teachers and 
researchers have been concerned about the possibility that anxiety may function 
as an affective filter, preventing learners from achieving a high level of 
proficiency in a foreign language” (p.155) (Aida, 1994).   
      Focusing on the relationship between anxiety and the learning process, 
Tobias (1979 and 1986) proposed a three-stage model dealing with the 
debilitating effects of anxiety. Tobias asserted that the effects of anxiety include 
both the performance and cognitive processing stage and hypothesized that 
anxiety could interfere with learning at three stages: input, processing, and output. 
Anxiety could prevent learners from attending to new information and encoding 
it during the input stage. Then it could obstruct learner from organizing and 
assimilation new information during the processing stage. Finally, during the 
output stage, it could interfere with the retrieval of previously learned 
information. Among the three stages, Tobias argued “preprocessing interference 





smaller the proportion of the instructional content available for process”. 
Therefore, anxiety was also expected to be “accumulative” and further interfered 
with process and retrieval of information during the processing and output stages 
(Tobias, 1979, p.575). MacIntyre and Gardner (1989 and 1994b) employed 
Tobials’ model to examine the effects of foreign language anxiety. They examined 
the effects of “Communicative Anxiety” and “General Anxiety” on the input, 
processing, and output stages in foreign language learning and found that both 
the learning and production of a foreign language were affected. They also found 
that language anxiety was connected to increased effort. “The increased effort at 
the Processing stage during the learning trials eventually reduced the effects of 
anxiety at the Output stage” (MacIntyre and Gardner, 1994b, p.301). 
      Based on his study on task-relevant and task-irrelevant cognition of 
anxious individuals’ attention, Eysenck (1979) proposed a reconceptualization of 
the effect of anxiety on memory and learning. He expounded: “worry and other 
task-irrelevant cognitive activities associated with anxiety always impair the quality 
of performance. The major reason for this is that the task-irrelevant information 
involved in worry and cognitive self-concern competes with task –relevant 
information for space in the processing system. As a result, highly anxious 
subjects are effectively in a dual-task or divided-attention situation, in contrast to 
non-anxious subjects who primarily process task-relevant information” (p.364). 
Therefore, the task-irrelevant cognitive activities result in inefficient cognitive 
performance. Eysenck further specified the effects of anxiety on the quality of 
performance and cognitive processing effectiveness. Because of anxiety, anxious 
individuals increased effort that could compensate for the negative influence of 
anxiety. Eysenck’s study showed that measuring the quality of performance alone 
could not determine the negative effects of anxiety on the effectiveness of 
cognitive processing. MacIntyre and Gardner’s study (1994b) supported 
Eysenck’s argument. However, Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope (1986) reported that 





appears that the degree and usefulness of the additional efforts made by anxious 
individuals determined the influence on the quality of their performance.  
       2. Measures of Foreign Language Anxiety  
In order to examine the effects and levels of foreign language anxiety, 
several researchers have developed situation-specific measures of foreign 
language anxiety. The French Class Anxiety Scale, included in the 
Attitude/Motivation Test Battery, designed by Gardner and Smythe (1975), was 
the first measure of anxiety specific to second language learning. Gardner, 
Smythe, Clément and Gliksman (1976) used the French Class Anxiety Scale to 
examine more than 1000 English-speaking students in grades 7 through 11 
learning French as a second language. The findings of their study showed that 
French class anxiety was negatively correlated with French proficiency. Based on 
the French Class Anxiety Scale, Gardner and his colleagues further developed the 
English Use Anxiety Scale (Clément, Gardner, & Smythe, 1977), the English Test 
Anxiety Scale (Clément, Gardner, & Smythe, 1977) and the French Use Anxiety 
Scale (Gardner, Smythe & Clément, 1979). Muchnick & Wolfe (1982) developed 
the Spanish Use Anxiety Scale.  
Several other studies have used these measures and their variations to 
study the relationship between anxiety and second language acquisition, especially 
language proficiency. These studies include Tucker et al. (1976), Gliksman (1981), 
and Lalonde’s (1982) and Trylong’s (1987) studies on French learners, Ely’s (1986) 
study on Spanish learners, Kleinmann’s (1977) study on Spanish/Portuguese and 
Arabic ESL learners, and Sanchez-Herrero’s (1992) study on Spanish ESL 
learners.  
The Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) is “a self-report 
measure which assesses the degree of anxiety, as evidenced by negative 
performance expectancies and social comparisons, psycho-physiological 
symptoms, and avoidance behaviors” (Horwitz et al., 1986, p.559). The FLCAS 





research. The studies using the FLCAS and its variations include Aida (1994) and 
Oh’s (1996) studies of Japanese learners, Owuegbuzie et al’s (1999) study of 
French, Spanish, German and Japanese learners, Bailey et al.’s  (1999) study of 
French and Spanish learners, Spitalli’s (2000) study of French, Spanish, German 
learners, Coulombe’s (2000) study of French learners, and Rodriguez (1995), 
Truitt (1997), Kunt (1997) Kim (1998) and Yan’s (1998) studies on ESL learners 
in various countries.  
      The development of situation-specific measures of foreign language 
anxiety has lessened the problems of the inclusive findings in early studies.  
“Studies using the FLCAS and other specific measures of second language 
anxiety have found a consistent moderate negative correction between the 
FLCAS and measures of second language learning achievement (typically final 
grades)” (Horwitz, 2001). 
 
Potential Sources o  Foreign Language Anxiety f
       
      MacIntyre and Gardner (1991a) pointed out that “Anxiety is one of the 
best predictors of success in the second language”(p.96). Research using various 
foreign language anxiety measures found that “anxiety poses several potential 
problems for the student of a foreign language because it can interfere with the 
acquisition, retention and production of the new language” (p.86). In order to 
reduce the negative effects of foreign language anxiety, it is necessary and 
important to find the sources of foreign language anxiety.  
Through interviewing students who considered themselves to be anxious 
about foreign language learning, Price (1991) found that speaking the target 
language in front of other students was the greatest source of anxiety for all 
interviewees. Price’s study also indicated that foreign language instructors played 
an important role in the anxiety experienced by students. Students’ foreign 





attitude and teaching methods. The findings of Koch and Terrell’s (1991) study in 
natural approach classes showed that certain classroom activities related to 
speaking the target language, such as giving presentations or taking oral quizzes, 
made students more anxious. The result of Young’s (1990) study on both 
university and high school students learning Spanish showed that “students 
experience higher level of anxiety when they have to speak in the foreign 
language, but the real anxiety-evoking situation is having to speak or perform in 
front of others” (p.546). 
      Bailey’s (1983) study on the diaries of eleven foreign language learners 
showed that learners’ competitive characteristics could be a source of anxiety. 
The diaries showed that these learners tend to become anxious because of “overt 
self-comparison of the language learner,” “a desire to outdo other language 
learners,” “concern with tests and grades,” and “a desire to gain the teacher’s 
approval” (p.93). Price’s (1991) study also found that many anxious students 
tended to have low self-esteem about their language skills and thought that their 
abilities were worse than  those of other students.  Young (1991) noted that 
language anxiety could result from learners who started out with a perceived low 
ability level. Price (1991) found that “overtly perfectionistic” orientation might be 
a cause of anxiety. Gregersen & Horwitz (2002) also showed a link between 
foreign language anxiety and perfectionism. They concluded that “procedures 
that have been used to help individuals overcome perfectionism may also be 
useful in helping anxious foreign or second language learners” (p.562).      
Price (1991) indicated that the foreign language anxiety levels of students 
could be either decreased or increased by instructors’ behaviors, attitudes, and 
teaching methods. Kern (1995) found that mismatches between teachers’ and 
students’ beliefs about foreign language learning could be  a cause of language 
anxiety.  Several studies found that instructors’ harsh error correction methods 
could cause foreign language anxiety (Horwitz et al., 1986; Horwitz, 1988; Young, 





Samimy’s (1994) study showed that instructors’ nonjudgmental attitudes could 
decrease learners’ anxiety and help their foreign language learning. Proulx (1991) 
found that an instructor’s personal acquaintance with learners could consciously 
avert hash behaviors and prevent stress.  
Young (1991) argued that learners’ beliefs were a main contributor to 
foreign language anxiety. Horwitz et al. (1986) and Horwitz (1988) argued that an 
over-concern for correctness could increase anxiety. Gardner et al (1987) revealed 
that significantly higher levels of language anxiety and significantly lower self-
evaluations of language learning could make some students become dropouts, 
though their foreign language achievements had no significant differences from 
those of continuing students, Horwitz (1988) and other studies using the BALLI 
(Yang, 1992; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Kern, 1995; Oh, 1996; and Kunt, 1997) 
found that the students had many unrealistic beliefs about foreign language 
learning which could lead to anxiety. 
Ishii (1978) found five main differences between American culture and 
Japanese culture: group vs. individual; aesthetic vs. cognitive style of 
communicating; persuasive vs. non-persuasive talk; total understanding vs. no 
understanding; and direct vs. non-directive talk. Several cross-cultural studies 
have suggested that Asians might be particular susceptible to anxiety as a cultural 
group (Nguyen, 1982; Schwarz & Birn, 1995; Sue & Morishima, 1982).  
Cultural conflict and adjustment in foreign environments for study and 
living can also cause a high level of anxiety.  Lin et al.’s (2001) made a cross-
cultural comparison of Chinese and Caucasian students in Canada with respect to 
state and trait anxiety. They found that the Chinese students experienced 
significant higher levels of trait anxiety resulting from ambiguous situations and 
daily routines than did the Caucasians. Of all the possible background variables 
tested, Lack of English fluency was the single most powerful predictor of trait 
anxiety. They concluded that lack of familiarity with the adopted culture and 





Chinese students. Culture can also play an important role in foreign language 
anxiety.  Truitt’s (1995) study of EFL learners in Korea and Yan’s (1998) study on 
EFL learners in China reported much higher levels of anxiety using the FLCAS 
than that found in Kunt’s (1997) study of Turkish and Turkish-Cyprus EFL 
learners. However, some studies on American learners of foreign languages in the 
U.S. showed relatively similar levels of foreign language anxiety (Horwitz, 1986; 










































                     CHAPTER 3  
 
                           OVERVIEW OF STUDY ABROAD AND  
               TEACHING CHINESE AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE  
 
Every year thousands of students worldwide leave home for the purpose 
of participating in an educational experience in a country or province other than 
their own. Recent figures indicate that 514, 763 international students came to 
the United States to study in 1999/2000. China’s 54,466 students is the largest 
group, accounting for 10.5% of all the international students (IIE, 2001). There 
also were 129,770 American students in study abroad programs in 1998/1999. 
“Over the past four years, U.S. students studying abroad have increased over 
45%”. This growth is much faster than international students studying in the 
U.S., which increased only 11% over the same period (IIE, 2001). “Since 
1991/92, the number of students studying abroad has more than doubled (from 
71,154 to 160,920, an increase of 126%) (IIE, 2003). The National Security 
Education Program provides grants to facilitate overseas study outside of 
Europe for a new population of up to 450 American undergraduate and 
graduate students per year (Desruisseaux, 1993).  
The distinction between foreign language and second language is usually 
based on whether the language is used as the main tool for communication 
outside the classroom. Therefore, learning Chinese in the U.S. is considered as a 
foreign language situation, whereas learning Chinese in Taiwan or China is a 
second language situation. It has long been assumed that the combination of 
immersion in the native speech community, integrated with formal classroom 
learning, creates the best environment for learning a second language. The 
strength of this assumption is so powerful that there has evolved a popular 





students who go abroad are those who will ultimately become the most 
proficient in the use of their language of specialization.  
While the general benefits of study abroad have been widely described 
in a number of articles (Byram, 1988; Carlson, Burn, et al., 1990; Goodwin & 
Nacht, 1988; Milleret, 1990; Burn et al, 1990; King & Young, 1994; Meara, 
1994), these reports tend to deal with issues such as preparation for the study 
abroad experience, program assessment, student evaluations, general policy 
issues, and overall benefits that result from a study abroad experience. Almost 
all of the study abroad studies focus on students from third world countries 
studying in industrial countries, such as the U.S. as well as students from 
industrial countries studying in other industrial countries, such as the U.S., 
France, and Germany. Very few study abroad studies focus on students from 
industrial countries studying in third world countries. As a group, these studies 
contain little empirically based research that describes or analyzes the impact of 
a study abroad cultural context on students who have been abroad. The main 
reason for that is because there have been very few students from industrial 
countries studying in less-developed countries in the past. The studies have 
been conducted in West European countries, where social cultural contexts, 
even language systems, are quite similar to the U.S., and the specific target 
languages are easier to learn (compared with less commonly taught foreign 
languages).  
Recently, more and more American students are interested in learning 
Chinese language and culture, especially in China. These students range from 
astute business perspectives to scholars fascinated by the ancient civilization of 
this largest Asian nation. However, the different language systems and social 
cultural contexts between China and the U.S. make the study abroad experience 
of American students learning Chinese in China very different from the 
experiences of students who learn commonly taught foreign languages in West 





language anxiety and cultural shock because of different education system, 
teaching methods, leaning situation and living environment (Xu, 1986). Because 
of the special characteristics of the Chinese language, the status of China in the 
world as well as the lack of studies of students learning a less commonly taught 
foreign language abroad, especially students from industrialized countries 
studying in less industrialized countries, it is important to understand the 
characteristics of American students who study Chinese in China.   
 
     Development of Study Abroad in the U.S. 
 
            Study abroad programs have a long history in the U.S. and there have 
been a number of important developments recently: 
1. In 1998-1999, 60.12% of American students chose Western European 
countries to study, however, the share of American students studying in 
Western Europe has fallen by 18% since 1985-1986. Mexico, Australia, Costa 
Rica, Israel, China and Japan have seen increased enrollments recently (IIE, 
2001). 
2. Compared with international students studying in the U.S., American 
students studying abroad have increased faster recently. American students 
studying abroad have increased over 45% from 1997 to 2000, while 
international students coming to the U.S. increased 11% (IIE, 2001).  
3. Although study abroad is receiving increased attention, only 1 to 2 
percent of all undergraduate students study abroad prior to graduation. In 
addition, students who participate in study abroad programs do not reflect the 
diverse population of students enrolled in U.S. undergraduate programs (Hoffa, 
1994).  
4. Study abroad students used to tend to be full-time white female 
undergraduate students studying social sciences or humanities in Western 





various subjects related to business opportunities for their future careers in East 
and South Asia, Latin America, and Australia (IIE. 2001). 
5. Adult students (25 years of age and older) are underrepresented in 
study abroad programs. 43% of study abroad students go during their junior year. 
Graduate students have remained a very small proportion (7%) of all study 
abroad enrollments (Davis, 1998).   
6. More and more students choose short programs in the summer and 
winter terms, rather than enrolling in the semester and yearlong programs. Most 
of students study abroad one semester or less (Davis, 1998; IIE, 2001). 
  
 History and Development of Learning Chinese in the U.S. 
 
American undergraduate and graduate student enrollment in Chinese 
language has increased rapidly recently. From 1990 to 1998, among the ten most 
popular foreign languages, only three foreign language enrollments increased. 
Enrollment in Chinese language program has increased 48.22%. The other two 
languages are Spanish, which increased 19.24% and Italian, which increased 
1.85% (Brod & Welles, 2000). The total enrollment of students in Chinese in 
foreign language programs moved from 9th in 1990 to 6th in 1998. Student 
enrollment in Japanese is still a little larger than Chinese and No.1 in less 
commonly taught foreign languages. However, compared with 48.22 % increase 
in Chinese from 1990 to 1998, enrollment in Japanese decreased 27.49% from 
1990 to 1998 (Brod and Welles, 2000).  
Although enrollment in Chinese has increased substantially, the total 
number of students taking Chinese in U.S. institutions of higher education was 
28,456 in the fall of 1998, only 7% of the whole foreign language enrollment 
(Brod and Welles, 2000). In the U.S., Chinese is known as one of the less 
commonly taught languages. Two reasons might explain why Chinese is not a 





perceived to be one of the most difficult languages, according to a survey 
conducted by Walton in 1989. Another reason might be the strong Western 
tradition, which results in what Swaffar (1989) terms "a national mind set" 
connected to French, German and Spanish rather than languages such as Chinese 
and Japanese (Swaffar, 1989; Walton, 1989).  
A great surge in interest in learning and teaching Chinese started in the 
early forties with U.S. involvement in World War ll. An intensive language project 
developed in the early forties by American Council of Learning Societies focus on 
uncommonly taught languages with potential military and diplomatic importance 
(Thompson et al. (1990). The US government brought together academic linguists 
and native speakers of Chinese to design language courses for training diplomatic 
and military personnel. The principles used in designing these language courses 
were based on mainly learning theories of behaviorism. The materials developed 
for this instruction consisted of graded presentation of explanations of linguistic 
structures followed by pattern drills (Chi, 1989). 
The visit of former President Nixon to China, the reestablishment of 
diplomatic relations with Beijing and especially the opening of China to the West 
has inspired and raised interests in learning Chinese. There were only twenty-five 
universities in the U. S. that offered degree programs in Chinese language in 1968. 
In 1990, 407 universities had Chinese language programs (Huber, 1996). Student 
numbers enrolled in Chinese language programs increased from 6,238 in the fall 
1970 to 28,450 in the fall 1998 (Brod and Welles, 2000). A growing number of 
Chinese language programs have also been introduced at the secondary level, in 
smaller colleges, and in special programs for adults and career professionals. The 
opening of China caused a number of pedagogical shifts: the rise of Pinyin as a 
standard pronunciation system, a shift toward simplified characters, a concern 
with the difference between the Chinese language taught in the U.S. and the “real 
Chinese” spoken in China. The text materials produced in China began to be 





          Special Characteristics of Learning and Teaching Chinese in the U.S. 
 
          The Foreign Service Institute of the Department of State has defined four 
categories of foreign languages on the basis of the difficulty for native speakers of 
English. It is significant that the most commonly taught languages---Spanish and 
French---are both Category I languages. The less commonly taught languages, 
such as Japanese, Chinese, Korean and Arabic, on the other hand, are included 
into Category IV. According to FSI figures, for the level of proficiency, students 
need to take 1320 hours of instruction in a Category IV language in comparison 
with only 480 hours of instruction in Category I languages (Walker, 1989). 
          As one of the less commonly taught languages, the Chinese language has 
the same features as others. However, because of its unique language system and 
special social, cultural and historical factors, Chinese language learning and 
teaching in the U.S. also has its own special characteristics. 
 
1. Unique Tonal and Writing System
 
          Mandarin Chinese has four tones. Two spoken words, virtually identical 
except for a difference in tone, will have different meanings and separate 
characters. Since Western languages do not have tonal systems that affect lexical 
meaning, the Chinese tone system is a difficulty for Western learners when 
learning to pronounce and always causes ambiguity to understand.  
          The writing system developed in China more than four thousand years ago 
is fundamentally different from that of the systems used in Western societies. 
English, along with many other Western languages, has an alphabetic system. 
Each word consists of a series of graphemes (letters) and words are separated by 
spaces. In contrast, the Chinese writing system has a distinctive logographic 
writing system with high visual complexity. Instead of using written symbols to 






(meanings). Each Chinese character is monosyllabic. However, characters and 
sounds do not have a one-to-one correspondence. Many homophonic words 
have different written representations that stand for different meanings. On the 
other hand, some of these characters virtually provide no clue to the 
pronunciation or the meaning of the words they represent. The independence of 
written script from spoken language makes Chinese learning a formidable and 
time-consuming task. For Chinese language learners who want develop their 
reading and writing ability, learning Chinese characters will be probably their 
lifetime work. 
 
2. Diversity of Student Population  
 
         The student population of Chinese has great diversity and is quite different 
from the population of learners of other foreign languages. Pease (1996) listed the 
nine kinds of students learning Chinese in the U.S.: (1) Younger native English 
speakers; (2) Older English speakers; (3) Native Japanese speakers; (4) Native 
Korean speakers; (5) Ethnic Chinese from Vietnam; (6) Ethnic Vietnamese; (7) 
Ethnic Chinese from Indonesia; (8) Students from Hong Kong; (9) Chinese 
American who speak Mandarin but not read well.  I think we can divide students 
learning Chinese mainly into three groups: Chinese heritage students, Non- 
Chinese heritage Asian students, and Non-Asian background students. Because of 
their parents’ Chinese language and culture background and attending the Sunday 
schools of Chinese, many Chinese heritage students can speak Chinese and have 
mastered some degree of Chinese characters when they start to learn Chinese in 
universities. Some of them take Chinese mainly to get excellent grade to raise their 
GPA score. Many Chinese heritage students from the state of California and New 
York City can speak fluent Cantonese but not any Mandarin. For them, learning 
Chinese is mainly learning to speak Mandarin. For Chinese heritage students from 





Chinese background and original Chinese language level can be quite different. 
Some do not know anything about Chinese, some can speak but not read, and 
some can read but not speak Mandarin. Students from Hong Kong can read and 
understand Chinese characters but cannot speak Mandarin.  The main purpose 
for students from Southeast Asia to learn Chinese is because it is easy and also 
important for their future career. They especially want to improve their oral 
Chinese, which will be very useful when they go back to their countries to do 
business with China.   
          Non-Chinese heritage Asian students mainly refer to Korean and Japanese 
students as well as some ethnic Southeast Asian students. Korean and Japanese 
language and cultural development is connected with the Chinese language and 
culture. Some features of their languages are similar to Chinese, especially 
Japanese Kanji, which uses almost the same Chinese characters, though the 
pronunciation is completely different. Because their language and culture is closer 
to Chinese language and culture than Western language and culture, as well as 
important geography, history and business connection with China, it might be 
easier and more meaningful for them to learn Chinese, compared with other 
foreign languages. 
           Most Non-Asian background students are white students. Some have 
already studied one or two even three foreign languages. Some haven not studied 
any foreign language. Unlike the other two groups in which almost all students are 
from 18 to 24, the age range of this group is much wider. Some of them are in 
their 30s even 40s. The purpose for them to learn Chinese is various. Some are 
studying Oriental Medicine, others are Asian Studies or business majors, and 
some have personal connections with China, or are curious. Compared with other 
two groups, Chinese is much more difficult for them to learn, especially the 
writing system. 
         The diversity of background and   different original Chinese level constitute 





learning and teaching, especially in first and second years, more challenge than 
other foreign languages. 
 
3. Variety of Textbook and Language Emphasis 
 
           Because of the special political and immigrant situation of Chinese people 
in the U.S. and the complex Chinese language system, the textbooks used and 
language emphasis taught in the U.S. has become a complicated issue. Three 
sources of textbooks, Mainland China, Taiwan and English speaking countries, 
have been chosen in different Chinese Sunday schools, secondary schools, and 
higher education institutions in the U.S. The textbooks published in Mainland 
China adopt Ping Ying phonetic notation and simplified Chinese characters. The 
textbooks from Taiwan use Zhu Ying Fu Hao, a completely different phonetic 
notation and traditional Chinese characters. The textbooks written and edited by 
native English speakers, beside these two phonetic notion system, even have 
other phonetic systems such Wade-Giles and Yale systems. In addition, textbook 
from these three areas are different not just pedagogically and social culturally, but 
also in the way and style of content editing and organization. There are strong 
disagreements on which words constitute a minimum vocabulary, when should 
start to introduce Chinese characters, which grammar system should be used and 
so on.  
Before 1990, the Chinese language teaching had been dominated by 
teachers originally from Taiwan or American teachers who had learned Chinese 
and trained as Chinese language teachers in Taiwan. Therefore, almost all 
Chinese textbooks used in the U.S. at that time were from Taiwan or written by 
native English speakers. 
In recent years, more and more Chinese students from Mainland China 
have come to the U.S. for study. They brought the Ping Yin system and simplified 





teaching assistants of Chinese.  As China becomes more and more important to 
the U.S. and in the world, and because Ping Yin system and simplified Chinese 
characters are much easier to learn, textbooks from Mainland China have become 
more and more popular in higher education institutions in the U.S. However, the 
different background of growing up, experience of learning and teaching, 
knowledge of Chinese, and influence of senior colleagues still make Chinese 
language teachers choose different textbooks and focus on different language 
emphasis. 
  
4. Overemphasis o  Reading 
 
          In Chinese language class, there has always been more emphasis on reading 
and writing than on listening comprehension and speaking. Although most 
programs place an emphasis on listening and comprehension skills during the first 
year of instruction, they also place a great deal of emphasis on the reading and 
writing of characters during the first year. It is quite common for programs to use 
a combination of “reader” and “non-reader” types of materials for their first year 
courses. However, many programs now even use the “reader” types of materials 
for their first year courses only.  According to two studies (Eddy 1980, Ning 
1983), the most widely used textbooks during the first year were DeFrancis' 
Beginning Chinese, which was a “non-reader” type of material, and Wang's Read 
Chinese, which was a “reader.” Wang’s (1989) study showed that most popular 
textbook in the universities was “Practical Chinese Reader” (published by Beijing 
Language and Culture University, China). Chi (1989) claimed that while we could 
always find quite elaborate materials to be read for courses at various levels, we 
did not find the same kind of elaborations for listening comprehension and 
speaking skills. The reasons for this overemphasis on reading might be related to 
Chinese language system and Chinese traditional Because of the complicated 






time on reading character-text materials and writing characters. According to 
Chinese culture, books are thought of as an embodiment of knowledge, wisdom 
and truth and reading has traditionally been considered a more important and 
attainable skill.   
Although the main purpose of the most students especially Non-Asian 
background students is to develop their listening and speaking skills, the choice of 
'reader' type instructional materials for classes, an overemphasis on reading and 
writing, and a lack of interest and expertise in language pedagogy make them 
easily frustrated and hardly attain their purpose. 
 
                               Foreign Language Instruction in China 
 
          Foreign language instruction in China has been influenced by both internal  
and external factors such as political, cultural and social factors as well as 
knowledge of other languages.  
Foreign language teaching was first introduced in China in the mid-19th 
century when China was forced to open its door to the West. Two group of 
educators initiated foreign language instruction in China: English-speaking 
missionaries, who viewed foreign language training as the path to bring the hearts 
and minds of the Chinese people to Christian God, and 19th century Chinese 
reformers, who regarded foreign language competency as necessary for mastering 
foreign technical expertise and diplomatic procedure. Chinese reformers 
established the language school Tongwenguan in 1862 (Wang, 1981). With the 
exception of a handful of military and technical government schools, missionary 
schools were virtually the only institutions in China that taught foreign languages 
before the late 19th century (Ross, 1993). The methodology in schools during this 






In 1922, British and American educational systems were introduced into 
China. During this period the methodology and linguistics of Western country 
were also gradually introduced into China. Phonetics was taught in some schools, 
and the International Phonetic transcriptions were used to take the place of those 
of the Webster and Oxford dictionaries. The direct-method approach was 
introduced in the schools and became a great challenge to the grammar 
translation approach. The direct method had considerable influence over the 
foreign language instruction in China before World War II (Wang, 1981). 
            In 1949, The Chinese revolution drove all foreigners out of the country 
and closed down missionary schools and colleges. The new Chinese government 
considered missionary schools as tools used by the imperialists for cultural 
invasion. The political situation made China look to the Soviet Union. Because 
most of the foreign equipment, technique and technicians were from the Soviet 
Union, there was a great demand to learn Russian. The teaching of Russian 
developed very rapidly in colleges and high schools throughout China in the 
1950s. During the latter half of the 1960s, attitudes toward Russian teaching 
began to change due to the Sino-Soviet split. The teaching of foreign languages 
was extended to include English, French, and German. Then, the Cultural 
Revolution (1966-76) turned China’s global view inward and foreign language 
education in China almost completely stopped from 1966 to 1971 and began to 
resume a little from 1972.  
          In 1979, China initiated four modernization programs in agriculture, 
industry, national defense, and technology. The opening of China’s door and 
possibilities for a better life, has aroused great enthusiasm for studying foreign 
languages, especially English. English is chosen by more than 99% of students 
and universities for the foreign language requirement. There is a huge demand for 
qualified English teachers. Foreign language teacher training is actually English 
teacher training (Yearbook of China Education 1949-1981, and 1994). 





"eclectic" or "composite" methods, which combine grammar translation, direct 
and audio lingual approaches together, and the communicative method. The 
former method is commonly used by Chinese foreign language teachers in most 
secondary schools and universities and has been known as the Chinese foreign 
language teaching method. The latter method is commonly used by foreign 
language teaching experts and teachers, and Chinese foreign language teachers 
who have studied abroad. Therefore, the communicative method is also called the 
Western foreign language teaching method (Cowan, 1979; Harvey, 1985; Burnaby, 
1989; Dzau, 1990) and is generally primarily used for teaching English. Only 
Chinese teaching method had been used in foreign language instruction until 
1979. The communicative method brought by some foreign language-teaching 
experts and teachers was at first unwelcome in English classes (Well, 1986; 
Burnaby, 1989; Dzau, 1990). Although the communicative method becomes 
more and more popular in China especially in big cities, there are large differences 
in opinion on which method is suitable for China’s situation. Chinese foreign 
language teachers believe that the communicative method is mainly applicable in 
China for those students who plan to go a foreign language-speaking country. 
The Chinese teaching method is mainly applicable for Chinese students to learn 
the analytical skills and knowledge of foreign language grammar that they will 
need in China from reading technical articles to translation of documents. There 
are also constraints on implementing Western foreign language teaching method, 
such as the context of the wider curriculum, influence of the traditional teaching 
methods from Chinese learning, large class size and busy schedules, scarce 
resource and equipment, and especially shortage of qualified teachers (Harvey, 
1985; Burnaby, 1989; Dzau, 1990; Strong, 1992). 
 






The early period of teaching Chinese as a foreign language can be dated to 
the sixth century during the Sui and Tang Dynasties. The students were foreign 
Buddhist monks who wanted to translated Buddhist scriptures and spread 
Buddhism in China (Zhang, 1989). The capital city, Chang-An, of the Tang 
Dynasty became the center of culture and education. Foreign students from 
neighboring countries came to study and visit there. At one time there was an 
estimated population of over eight thousand foreign students in that city (Meskill, 
1973). During the Tang Dynasty, the Japanese government sent diplomatic 
envoys many times to China by boats. Many Japanese Buddhist monks and 
students came with them to Chang An to learn Chinese language and culture. In 
the year 834 alone, 650 Buddhist monks and students came by diplomatic envoys’ 
boats. There were more Buddhist monks and students coming to China for study 
by business boats. Among them, Jiebei Zhengbei and Abei Zhongmaru are two 
famous monk students, who had a great influence on Japanese language culture 
after they returned to Japan. After the Tang Dynasty, the teaching Chinese as 
foreign language went down gradually, though many foreign students still came to 
China to learn Chinese language and culture (Zhang, 1989).  
Besides Japan, the Korean government also sent many students to Chang 
An to learn Chinese language and Chinese culture. Korea had adopted Chinese 
characters as their writing system until 1444. The earliest Chinese instructional 
materials cited by scholars are Lao Qida and Piao Tongshi. It has been generally 
accepted that both books were produced during the 14th century for Korean 
students. The similar visions of these two books were used as Chinese language 
textbooks in Korea from the 15th until the 19th century (Wadley, 1987). 
            The first steady influx of Western missionaries into China took place 
during the first part of the 17th century. Since then until the middle of the 20th 
century, Westerners in China had a significant impact on Chinese society. Some 
of these Westerners, particularly missionaries and merchants, must have made an 





Chinese government or any of its schools provided formal instruction of Chinese 
for these foreigners (Chi, 1989). 
            The Chinese Government started the teaching Chinese as a foreign 
language (TCAFL) program as early as 1950, when the People's Republic of 
China (PRC) had just been founded. A good basis for the growth of TCAFL in 
China was created during the 1950s. The first group of foreign students to come 
to the new China consisted of 30 students from Eastern Europe. A special course 
of the Chinese language was set up at Qinghua University in Beijing under the 
direct care of the Ministry of Education. In autumn of 1952, the class was moved 
to Beijing University. The new class admitted students from all countries that had 
established diplomatic relations with China and from the places where people 
were struggling for national independence. The annual enrolment rose to about 
100 students (Lu, 1989). 
With the requirement from the Government of the Democratic 
Republic of Vietnam, the Chinese Government accepted 25 Vietnamese 
students majoring in Chinese language in 1953. Two special schools were 
founded for these Vietnamese students in Nanning and Guiling, two of China's 
southern cities near Sino-Vietnamese border. After a one-year course there, the 
students transferred to colleges or universities for higher education, or to 
secondary specialized schools for profession training in China. The two schools 
graduated more than 1000 Vietnamese students and closed in 1956 and 1957 
respectively (Shi and Zhuang, 1990). 
Following development of diplomatic relationship with many African 
countries at the end of 1950s and the beginning of 1960s, a great number of 
African students came to China for study. The Chinese Ministry of Education 
set up a special organization--the Office for Africa Students to deal with all 
related affairs in the Beijing Institute of Foreign Language in 1960 (Yearbook of 





In order to improve the TCAFL program as well as the facilities for 
foreign students, the Ministry of Higher Education established the Preparatory 
school for Higher Education for Foreign Students in 1962. The school was 
renamed Beijing Language Institute in 1964 and set up the TCAFL teacher-
training program. During 1962 – 1965, the TCAFL programs developed from 
one university to more than twenty universities and enrolled 3,944 foreign 
students (Lu, 1989).  
Because of Cultural Revolution, the TCAFL programs were completely 
halted from 1966 to 1972. The TCAFL was in recovery period from 1972 to 
1976. Beijing Language Institute was reopened in 1973 and began to enroll 
foreign students in the same year. From 1973 to 1976, the institute admitted 
400 to 500 students each year. Beijing University and Fudan University in 
Shanghai also reorganized Chinese language courses for foreign students. The 
foreign students enrollment during 1972-1976 was 2,266 (Yearbook of Chinese 
Education 1949-1981, 1984).  
The Open-door Policy implemented in China in 1979 enabled TCAFL 
to enter a new developing stage. The following is the main characteristics of this 
period: 
1. Speedy increased student enrolment from over the world.  
In the 1950s, most of the foreign students learning Chinese in China 
came from Communist countries, such as Eastern Europe countries, Vietnam and 
North Korea. Between the 1960s and early 1970s, students from the Third world 
accounted for the majority. Since China opened the door to the world in 1977, 
however, the number of students from Western Europe, North American and 
Japan has increased significantly.  
Between 1950 and 1965, over 7200 students from 60 countries and 
places came to China, averaging 450 each year. From 1973 to 1976, the figure 
was around 2000 in all or 500 each year. However, in 1999 only, 44711 foreign 





from Asia, 13% from Europe, 11% from North and South America, 3% from 
Africa, and 2% from Oceania. Five leading countries of foreign students in 
1999 were Japan, South Korea, the U.S., Indonesia, and Germany. There were 
4,094 U.S. students studying in China in 1999, accounting for No.3, but much 
fewer than Japan’s 12,784 and South Korea’s 11,731 (Yearbook of China 
Education, 2000).  
2. Diversity of students Majors. 
Before 1977, foreign students came to China only to study Chinese 
language, except students from African countries also learn engineering courses. 
Since then, more and more students came to study various specialties, though 
humanities and social sciences were most popular. In 1999, 36,401 students 
studied humanities and social sciences. Students studying medical sciences, 
engineering, arts, natural sciences, agriculture and physical education were 
4,973, 1724, 656, 425, 303 and 229 respectively (Yearbook of China Education, 
2000). 
3. Rapid development of short TCAFL programs. 
Approved by the State Education Commission, Beijing Language 
Institute established the first short term (6 months) Chinese language program 
in 1978. Thirty French students first enrolled in this program in the summer of 
1978. The short TCAFL programs have developed quickly, because the 
programs satisfy the need of many foreign students wanted to just spend a 
summer in learning Chinese in China. From 1980 to 1986, the State Education 
Commission issued many documents to emphasize the development and 
support of the short term TCAFL programs. Since then, the short team 
programs developed much faster. In 1999, short team students increased to 
15,495, 32 % of the total foreign students of that year (Year Book of China 
Education, 2000). 






 Under the approval of the State Council, the State TCAFL Leading 
Group, the highest government agency in Charge of TCAFL, was established in 
1987. The State TCAFL Leading Group takes the leading and coordinating 
responsibility in making plans and policies of TCAFL programs over the 
country as well as sponsoring important TCAFL teaching and research tasks. 
The establishment of the State TCAFL Leading Group indicated Chinese 
government played a more active role in TCAFL.  
5. Forming of China TCAFL Education Association. 
Before 1983, there was not any academic group or organization of 
TCAFL in China. The first academic organization in the area of TCFAL is 
Teaching Chinese as a Foreign Language Education Studies Association, which 
was established in 1983 and was a branch of Chinese Education Association. 
The association became an independent academic organization in 1988, and 
changed the name to China Teaching Chinese as a Foreign Language Education 
Association. The association, together with other organizations, has sponsored 
three national academic symposiums and many other academic meetings. 
Establishment of China TCAFL Education Association has enhanced the 
communication among nationwide TCAFL educators, promote the theoretical 
studies of TCAFL discipline and bring about academic exchange in China and 
in the world (Lu, 1989). 
 6. Funding of the World Chinese Education Association and the World 
Chinese Education Center  
 The World Chinese Education Association, the first international TCAFL 
academic organization, was founded in the meeting of the Second International 
Chinese Education Symposium in Beijing in 1987. The purpose of the association 
is to promote international exchange and cooperation in areas of TCAFL in the 
world. The world Chinese Education Association has sponsored six meetings of 
the Symposium of International Chinese Education. There were 957 members of 





came from 41 Countries and areas outside of China (Yearbook of China 
Education, 2000).  
 In order to improve and further develop the TCAFL discipline and 
academic change, the World Chinese Education Center was established in Beijing 
Language Institute in 1989. The World Chinese Education Center is under the 
leading of the office of the State TCAFL Education Leading Group and Beijing 
Language Institute. The tasks of the center are mainly: (1) training TCAFL 
teachers and receiving of TCAFL researchers from both China and the world; (2) 
organizing HSK (Test of Chinese as a Foreign Language) and issuing the CHS 
(the Certificate of Chinese Level); (3) Collecting and editing the information and 
materials related to the teaching and research of TCAFL in both China and the 
world; (4) arranging editing and publishing TCAFL textbooks and materials.  
 7. Holding of Hanyu Shuiping Kaoshi (HSK). 
 With the approval of the State Education Commission, Hanyu Shuiping 
Kaoshi (HSK) or Test of Chinese as a Foreign Language (TOCFL), an 
authoritative test similar in nature to TOEFL, was first to be held on June 15, 
1990 in Beijing, Tianjin, Shanghai and Dalian. In 1999, 37 places in China and 34 
places in 18 countries held HSK. The examinees of HSK in China were 63,849 
and outside of China were 6,833.  The total of examinees increased 42% in 1999 























                           CHAPTER 4  
                                       METHODOLOGY 
 
      The main purpose of this study was to investigate the motivation, beliefs 
and anxiety of American college students studying Chinese in China. The 
research was carried out in two stages: The data were collected in Beijing, 
Shanghai, Nanjing and Shuzhou in China, and the analyses and report of the data 
were completed in the United States afterwards. A non-experimental quantitative 
approach was used because the research was descriptive by nature. 133 American 
college students studying Chinese in seven key universities in China were 
surveyed. The data were processed and analyzed with the help of the Academic 
Computing Center of the University of Texas at Austin. 
 
                         Participants 
 
     A total of 133 American college students studying Chinese in seven key 
universities in four large cities in China in the spring and summer semesters, 2000 
participated in the survey. According to the Institute of International Education, 
the total number of American college students who studied in China during 
2000/2001 was 2,942 (IIE, 2004) and therefore, the sample of this study is 4.52% 
of the target population. The investigation focused on the subjects’ reasons for 
learning Chinese, their beliefs about language learning and their foreign language 
anxiety. The ethnic backgrounds of students were considered in these analyses. 
Other background variables, including age, gender, majors, educational levels, age 
of starting to learn Chinese and other foreign languages, years of Chinese and 






      The subjects for this study were classified into three groups: (1) Chinese 
background group, including students with any Chinese family backgrounds from 
any countries and areas (37 students, 27.8%); (2) Non-Chinese Asian background 
group, including students with Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese and other 
Southeast Asian backgrounds (20 students, 15.0%); and (3) Other background 
group, including 71 White Caucasians, 3 Hispanics and 2 Africa Americans (76 
students, 57.1%).  The following table shows the students from the three ethnic 
backgrounds among the seven universities. 
 
University       A      B        C       D       E       F        G   Total 
Non-Asian      18      16       11       9       9       7        6      76  
Non-Chinese Asian       4       3        3       5       1       2        2      20 
Chinese-background       6       7        5       4       7       4        4      37 
Total      28      26        19      18      17       13        12     133 
 
 
                          Instruments 
 
Three survey instruments were used in this study: the Beliefs About 
Language Learning Inventory (BALLI, Horwitz, 1983a, 1987), the Foreign 
Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS, Horwitz, 1983b), and a 
detailed Individual Background Information Questionnaire. Modified 
versions of the BALLI and the FLCAS were used to facilitate adaptations to 
the context of learning Chinese in China. Twelve additional items 
concerning learning Chinese in China were added to the BALLI.    
 






The Beliefs About Language Learning (BALLI) was developed by 
Horwitz, (1983a, 1987) to assess student opinions on a variety of issues and 
controversies related to language learning. This 34-item Likert-scale inventory has 
been used to assess the beliefs of students about language learning in a variety of 
studies. A slightly adapted foreign language version (Horwitz, 1988) was used for 
these American college students. According to Horwitz, this survey assesses 
learner beliefs in five major categories: (1) Foreign language aptitude; (2) The 
difficulty of language learning; (3) The nature of language learning; (4) Learning 
and communication strategies: (5) Motivations and expectation. The BALLI has 
been used to understand the nature of student beliefs and the impact of these 
beliefs on language learning strategies; to understand why teachers choose 
particular teaching practice, and to determine where the beliefs of language 
teachers and their students might be in conflict (Horwitz, 1987).  
      The modified versions of the BALLI used in this study were based on 
the ESL vision of the BALLI developed by Horwitz in 1987. The modified 
BALLI contains the original 34 items and 12 additional items. Some of the 
original items were technically modified for Chinese learning situation (see 
Appendix F for these changes). The 12 additional items were especially 
created in consideration of the characteristics of Chinese language and the 
situation of studying Chinese in China. This part of the questionnaire was 
used to investigate the subjects’ beliefs about specific features of Chinese 
language learning and teaching, especially in the target language context, such as 
which part of Chinese is seen as most difficult part to learn, whether reading and 
writing are as important as listening and speaking, whether methods of Chinese 
language teaching are more effective in China than in the U.S., whether learning 
Chinese in Chinese society is more important and useful than in Chinese classes 
and whether Chinese programs and Chinese teachers in China are better than 





      In Yang’s (1992) study of Chinese learners of English in Taiwan, internal 
consistency as measured by Cronbach's alpha coefficient for a sample of 498 
subjects was .69. In a study of 197 Korean learners of English in Korea by Truitt, 
(1995), internal consistency for the Korean BALLI was .61, while another study 
of Korean learners of English in Korea by Park (1995) yielded a Cronbach's alpha 
of .61. Kunt’s (1997) study of Turkish learners of English in Turkish-Cyprus 
reported alphas of .64 and .63 on samples of 554 and 328 subjects. In Oh’s (1996) 
study of 195 students learning Japanese in University of Texas at Austin, 
Cronbach's alpha coefficient for 178 subjects on the BALLI was .54. Cronbach's 
alpha for the BALLI for 664 Korean English learners in Kim-Yoon’s study was 
.59. In the present study, Cronbach's alpha coefficient of the BALLI was .70, 
which is similar to the previous studies. However, the Cronbach's alpha for the 
BALLI Plus was .75, which is higher than that of the BALLI. The reason might 
be that the additional 12 items are specially focused on learning Chinese in China. 
      The reason for low internal consistency on the BALLI might be that it 
measures students’ opinions and perceptions on various dimensions. Although 
the internal consistency reliability of this inventory was not high, I believe it is still 
adequate for my research purposes.  
 
Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) 
 
            The FLCAS was created by Horwitz (1983b) “to assess the specific 
anxiety experienced by students in the foreign language classroom. It is a self-
report measure that assesses the degree of anxiety, as evidenced by negative 
performance expectancies and social comparisons, psycho-physiological 
symptoms, and avoidance behaviors" (Horwitz, 1986 p.559). The FLCAS 
consists of 33 items answered on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from "strongly 
agree" to "strongly disagree." For each participant in this study, a composite score 





developed to test the foreign language anxiety of American college foreign 
language students, but it has been adapted for English as a Foreign Language 
(EFL) students. In Horwitz’s study (1986) of 108 college students enrolled in the 
beginning French and Spanish classes, she found internal consistency of .93, as 
measured by Cronbach's alpha. Truitt (1995) reported a Cronbach's alpha of .95 
based on a sample of 198 Korean EFL students in Korea. Oh’s (1996) study of 
students of Japanese at the University of Texas at Austin reported a Cronbach's 
alpha of .95. In Yan’s (1998) study of 532 Chinese EFL students in a 
university in China, the Cronbach's alpha on her modified FLCAS (original 
34 items plus additional 6 items) was .91. The Cronbach's alpha of the 
FLCAS in this study was .83, which is lower than that found in previous 
studies. It might have been influenced by the differences among the 
subjects’ ethnic and cultural backgrounds and the special situation of 
learning a less commonly taught foreign language in a target language 
country.  
 
Individual Background Information Questionnaire  
  
 A detailed individual background information questionnaire was used to 
gather general information about the subjects (Appendix B). In addition to basic 
demographic information, the questionnaire asked about native language, 
previous foreign language learning experience, goals and interests of learning 
Chinese, reasons for studying Chinese in China, and previous exposure to 
Chinese language and culture. The questionnaire also asked about previous 
experience in traveling abroad, influence of family members and friends on 
learning Chinese, and learners' perceptions of their language aptitude. 
 






The questionnaire was administered to the 133 American college 
students, who were studying Chinese in seven key universities in four large cities 
in China from May to September in 2000. The survey was administered in 
English and supervised by either the researcher or the instructors of the Chinese 
classes. A brief description of the present study was presented to the subjects, 
along with a cover letter that included a consent form to be signed by subjects.  
While responding to the questionnaire, the subjects were encouraged to 
raise any questions about the meaning of the survey statements and to use 
dictionaries as they wished. In order to avoid possible cross-contamination in 
their responses, however, the participants were not allowed to discuss their 
answers with each other.  
 
                        Data Analysis 
 
 Data analysis for this study was carried out on the assumption that the 
survey instruments were internally consistent and would produce valid data when 
used with these three ethnic groups of American college students studying 
Chinese in China.   
The procedures and methods of analyzing the collected data are 




SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences) version 10.0 for MS 
Windows was used for the quantitative aspects of this study. 
1. Descriptive statistics were used to calculate and summarize the 
frequencies, means and standard deviations for the BALLI, BALLI Plus, 
FLCAS and Individual Background Information Questionnaire. Cross-





BALLI and FLCAS were also made. 
2. ANOVA (one-way analysis of variance) tests were computed to 
determine   whether significant difference existed among the three ethnic groups 
and the subgroups. Post-hoc analyses examined which differences were 
significant for the three ethnic groups and other subgroups.  
3. The FLCAS mean scores were computed for the three ethnic groups 
and the subgroups to examine their levels of foreign language anxiety. The 
FLCAS mean scores for the three ethnic groups and the subgroups were also 
compared by ANOVA to find whether significant differences existed among 
their levels of anxiety. Post-hoc analyses examined which differences were 
significant for these groups.  
4. Principal-component analyses were first performed on the data of the 
BALLI and the FLCAS respectively to obtain estimates of the initial factors and 
to determine the number of factors needed to represent the data. The subsequent 
factor analyses were performed by using principal axial factoring as a method of 
extraction to identify the main variables from the BALLI and the FLCAS 
respectively to determine their underlying factors. Four principal-component 
analyses and subsequently factor analyses were performed in this study. One was 
performed on the BALLI responses and three on the FLCAS based on the three 




1. Cross-comparison analyses were performed with the variables on the 
Individual Background Information Questionnaire, the BALLI and the FLCAS 
by descriptive statistics.  
2. Cross-comparison analyses were made among the three ethnic 
background groups with respect to reasons for learning Chinese and studying 





their own Chinese language level. 
3. Comparative analyses of the similarities and differences among the 
three ethnic background groups with respect to the responses on the BALLI, the 
BALLI Plus and the FLCAS were conducted. 
4. The factors on the BALLI were compared to those from previous 
studies. 
5. Cross-comparison were made with the factors found among the three 
ethnic groups.  
 
























                                             CHAPTER 5  
                                    RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
       
           Descriptive Statistics and Analysis of the Background Variables 
 
      The individual background questionnaire provided information on 
demographics, foreign language learning experience, exposure to Chinese 
language and culture, purposes and goals in learning Chinese, reasons for 
studying Chinese in China, and self-assessed levels of Chinese competence. In 
addition to offering a general description and analysis of the language learners in 
China, this study investigated the influences of ethnic background on American 
college students studying Chinese in China.       
The sample consisted of 133 participants, with 76 (57.1%) from Group A 
(Non-Asian background students), 20 (15.0%) from Group B (Non-Chinese 
Asian background students), and 37 (27.8%) from Group C (Chinese background 
students). Group A included 72 white (Caucasian), two African American and 
two Hispanic participants. Group B included students with family backgrounds 
from Japan, Korea and Southeast Asian countries. Students with Chinese family 
backgrounds from any countries and areas are included in Group C. Eighty-one 
percent (108 students) of the participants were native speakers of English, even 
though the ethnic backgrounds of the subjects were varied. This percentage is 
high, considering that 42.8% of the subjects have Asian backgrounds (including 
Chinese backgrounds). Eight students (6%) considered themselves as native 
speakers of Chinese or Chinese dialects. These students’ first language is Chinese 
or Chinese dialects and they immigrated to the U.S. as young children.  






      The range of ages in the sample was 16 to 39, with 75.2% of the subjects 
aged 18 to 23. Ages 19 and 20 were the most common, with 20.3% and 22.6% of 
the participants respectively. Among the three groups, the average and range of 
ages in Group A (Mean age: 22.38; SD: 4.40) was higher than those in Group C 
(Mean age: 19.32; SD: 1.83) and Group B (Mean age: 20.55; SD: 2.26). One of the 
main reasons for the difference might be that the students in Group A started to 
study Chinese later since they had spent time previously studying other foreign 
languages. 
As for gender, there were 80 (60.2%) female students and 53 (39.8%) 
male students. Group B has the largest difference with male students accounting 
for 10% of the participants and female students accounting for 90%. Group A 
and Group C were 42.1% and 51.4% male and 57.9% and 48.6% female, 
respectively. Group C was the only group with more male students than female 
students. The influence of Majors or Specialties might be one of the main reasons 
for this difference.  
      In both Groups A and B, about half of the students were majoring in the 
Humanities, East Asian Studies or Chinese (Group A: 55.3% and Group B: 50%). 
The percentage for these majors was only 21.6% in Group C. Students majoring 
in Chinese or East Asian Studies, majors which are directly related to Chinese 
language and culture, are 27.7%, 30% and 21.6% in Group A, B and C 
respectively. There are much higher rates of Humanities majors in Group A 
(27.6%) and Group B (20%) than in Group C (5.4%) and most of these majors 
are female students. Humanities, including Chinese and East Asian Studies, is one 
of the main areas that female students major in more frequently than male 
students. This trend is also true for American students studying Chinese in China. 
An additional phenomenon that is worth noticing is the low rate of majors in 
Economics/Business in Group A (7.9%), and the relatively high rate in Group B 
(30.0%) and C (18.9%). Majors in Economics/Business in Group B and C are 





cultural factors might play a role here. With the same or similar ethnic and 
cultural backgrounds and the rapid development of the Chinese economy, plus 
the relative ease of mastering the Chinese language, students from Group B and 
C should have an advantage and better business opportunities than those in 
Group A. Twenty-five percent of students’ majors or specialties in this study 
were East Asian Studies (19.5%) and Chinese (5.3%). Other popular majors were 
Humanities, 20%; Economics/Business, 14.3%; Science, 14.3% and Social 
Sciences, 11.3%. 
      Regarding education levels, most students (63.9%) were Juniors (24.1%), 
Seniors (20.3%) and Sophomores (19.5%). Seventy-six percent of the participants 
were undergraduate students and 16.5% were graduate students. The education 
level in group A is higher than that in Group B and Group C (Group A Mean: 
3.51 years; Group B Mean: 3.05 years and Group C Mean: 3.08 years). Again, it is 
likely that the education level is higher for Group A since they have already 
studied other foreign languages. 
  
Chinese Language Learning Experience 
 
      Students in these groups started learning Chinese at ages ranging from 1 
to 37. However, most students started to learn Chinese between ages 18 and 22 
(69.1%) with 18 as the mode (30.8%). The ages of starting to learn Chinese in 
Group A and Group B are similar with mean ages of 19.43 and 19.40 respectively. 
These means are approximately 5 years higher than the mean age of 14.5 in 
Group C. Seventy-eight percent of the participants started to learn Chinese in the 
U.S. and 16.5% of them started in China or Taiwan. Not surprisingly, among the 
three groups, the percentage of students starting to learn Chinese in the U.S. in 






      For the question “How many years have you studied Chinese?”, 31.1% of 
participants reported less than one year and 43.6%  reported one or two years. 
The percentage of participants who had studied Chinese for two years or less was 
73.7%, and the percentages of those who studied for three or four years or more 
than five years were 14.3% and 11.3% respectively. Group A and Group B have 
much rates of studying Chinese for only one or two years than Group C (51.3% 
and 60.0% versus 18.9%). In contrast, Group C has a higher rate of studying 
Chinese for more than five years than Group A and Group B (18.9% versus 
10.5% and 0.0%). The percentage of students who studied Chinese for less than 
one year in Group C is over double than that in Group A and Group B (51% 
versus 22.4% and 20.0%). The higher rate of learning Chinese for less than one 
year in Group C might be due to the standard of calculation. Some of the 
students in Group C might only calculate formal Chinese classes in their 
secondary schools and universities and exclude their informal Chinese learning. 
False beginners are an important problem in beginning Chinese classes in 
universities in the U.S. (Linnell, 2001; Guthries, 1985; Christensen and Wu, 1993; 
He, 1999 and Wang, 1996), which needs to be considered with respect to the 
results of this study. However, the number of years spent in China among the 
three groups is quite similar -- 94% of participants had been in China for less 
than one year. 
      With respect to the question “How many hours do you study Chinese 
outside of class per week?”,  66.2% of the participants reported 5 to 15 hours,  
39.1% reported 5 to 10 hours and 27.1% reported 10 to 15 hours. The 
participants who spent less than 5 hours, 11 to 15 hours, or more than 20 hours 
were 15.0%, 11.3% and 7.5% respectively. The number of hours spent studying 
Chinese outside of class weekly was different for the three groups. Group A has 
the highest rate for “11 to 15 hours” (39.5%) and “15 to 20 hours” (15.8%), while 
Group B has the highest rate for “5 to 10 hours” (60.0%) and “more than 20 





a much lower rate for “16 to 20 hours” and “more than 20 hours” than Group A 
and Group B (5.4% versus 23.7% and 25.0%). The results show that the students 
in Group C spend fewer hours studying Chinese outside of class weekly than 
those in Group A and Group B.  
 
Other Foreign Language Learning Experience 
 
      Interestingly, 86.5% of the participants had studied at least one foreign 
language in addition to Chinese. More than one third (35.4%) had studied two or 
more additional foreign languages. Seventy-eight percent of the subjects had 
studied other foreign languages for three years or more. The percentage of 
students who had studied other foreign languages in Group A, Group B and 
Group C were 81.5%, 90.0% and 94.6% respectively. The most popular foreign 
languages studied were Spanish (37.6%) French (31.6%) and German (9.0%). It 
should be noted that since very few elementary schools and secondary schools 
offer Chinese, Japanese, Korean or any Southeast Asian languages, participants in 
Groups B and C also studied more commonly taught foreign languages.  
Most of the students started to study other foreign languages earlier than 
they started to study Chinese (Mean age: 12.43 versus 19.43). Sixty-three percent 
of the subjects started to learn other foreign languages between age 11 and age 15, 
and more than half of them started at the age of 14 or 15. Students in all 3 groups 
started to study other foreign languages at similar ages (Mean age 12.43, 11.31 
and 12.91). However, more than half of the students in Group C started to study 
other foreign languages at the age of 12 and 13, even though their mean starting 
age was higher than that of the other two groups. 
      Participants studied other foreign languages longer than they have studied 
Chinese. Seventy-eight percent of the participants had studied other foreign 
languages for three years or more, and most of them (45.1%) had studied another 





students had studied Chinese for three years or more or more than five years. The 
average number of years spent studying other foreign language in Group A, 
Group B and Group C was similar, with mean scores of 3.58, 3.25 and 3.35 years 
respectively. However, the participants in Group A had a higher rate of studying 
other foreign languages for more than five years than Group B and Group C 
(53.9% compared to 30.0% and 35.1%). 
      Seventy-five percent of the subjects had traveled to other countries before 
arriving in China. The countries they had visited most were European countries 
(46.6%).  East Asian and Southeast Asian countries were ranked second (11.3%) 
and third (9.0%) respectively. Most of the subjects had spent less than one year in 
other foreign countries; nineteen percent of the subjects had lived in foreign 
countries for more than one year, and 6.8% had lived in another country for 
more than five years. Subjects in Group C traveled to other countries somewhat 
less frequently than students in Groups A and B (64.9% versus 76.3% and 
75.0%). The students had primarily visited European countries (59.2%) and 
Southeast Asian countries (9.2%) (Group A), East Asian countries (40%) and 
Southeast Asian countries (20%) (Group B), and European countries (37.8%) and 
other countries (13.5%) (foreign countries except European, East Asian and 
Southeast Asian countries) (Group C). 
 
Goals and Self-Perspectives on Language Learning and Chinese 
Proficiency  
 
      Several questions asked about the students’ goals for studying Chinese 
and their assessment of their language proficiency. 76.7% of the participants 
reported that they wanted to “become fluent” in listening, speaking, reading and 
writing Chinese. Group A had a higher rate of only choosing “Speaking and 
Listening” than Group B and Group C (31.6% versus 15% and 8.1%). In 





(85.0% and 89.2%) than Group A (68.4%). The reason for the high rate of 
choosing “Both” in Group B might result from their ethnic language 
backgrounds. Their ethnic languages had used Chinese characters before 
changing to the current writing system; Vietnamese, Korean, and Japanese still 
use Chinese characters. Therefore, Chinese characters, which are the main 
obstacle to reading and writing, may not be so difficult for Group B, especially 
when compared with Group A. For Group A, speaking and listening may actually 
be easier than reading and writing, since they can master speaking and listening by 
using the alphabetic Pinyin system instead of the much more complicated 
Chinese characters. Mastering Chinese characters means many years of 
commitment, probably even a lifetime of study for Group A, and they might 
perceive the task to be too difficult (Ginnis, 1994; Pease, 1996). 
      For the question “Do you enjoy language learning?”, 88.0% of subjects 
answered “Yes.” Group B has the highest rate of enjoying language learning, with 
100% versus 85.5% for Group A and 86.5% for Group C. Ninety-two percent of 
the subjects thought they were good language learners. Group B has the highest 
positive answers for good language learners (combining “very much,” “fairly” 
and “slightly”), with 100% versus 91.8% for Group C and 89.5% for Group A. 
      For the question “ How do you rate your overall proficiency in the 
Chinese language as compared with the proficiency of other students in your 
class?,” 64% of the subjects answered with “Excellent” or “Good.” Only 6.0% of 
the subjects chose “Poor.” The subjects’ answers obviously show that they have 
optimistic views about their Chinese language proficiency. It is interesting to note 
that Group A, which does not have a Chinese or Asian background, has the 
highest rate of “Excellent” answers, with 18% versus 5.0% for Group B and 
none for the Chinese background students in Group C. The number of students 
choosing “Poor” in Group A is also lower than in Group C, with 6.6% versus 
8.1%. These answers from Group A and Group C demonstrate how cultural 





Chinese culture, emphasize the value of personal modesty. On the contrary, 
Western culture encourages positive self-perceptions. Thus, it is likely that the 
students in Groups B and C rated their Chinese proficiency low due to cultural 
modesty.  
For the question “How do you rate your overall proficiency in Chinese 
language as compared with the proficiency of native speakers of Chinese”, none 
of the subjects chose “Excellent.” The answers “Good,” “Fair” and “Poor” were 
5.3%, 26.3% and 68.4% respectively. Group C has the highest rate of choosing 
“Good” (13.5% versus 2.6% for Group A and none for Group B), while Group 
A had the highest rate of choosing “Poor” (80.35% versus 75% for Group B and 
40.5% for Group C). This result likely indicates that Group A showed optimism 
and Group C showed pessimism in their self-perceptions in learning Chinese in a 
classroom. However, when making self-perceptions about Chinese proficiency in 
the real world, the self-perceptions of both groups seem more pessimistic, since 
both groups have a quite high rate of choosing  “Poor” and a very low rate of 
choosing “Good” (none of choosing “Excellent”). 
 
      Reasons for Learning Chinese and Studying Chinese in China  
 
Reasons for Learning Chinese 
 
      For the question “ Why do you want to learn Chinese?” the questionnaire 
offered 8 reasons for learning Chinese. The subjects were told to choose any of 
the reasons that applied to their situations in the order of their importance. They 
also supplied their own reasons in a free-response format.  
      Among the 8 reasons for studying Chinese, interest in culture, interest in 
the language, need for future career goal, family influence, and need for travel 






Table 5.1 Reasons for Learning Chinese (1) 
Reasons  
 
          Non-Asian 
    %       Mean     SD
  Non-Chinese Asian 
    %       Mean     SD 
  Chinese-background 
    %       Mean     SD 
 Total  
Family influence  14.5% .1447 .3542 20.0% .2000 .4104 91.9% .9189 .2767 36.8% 
Friend and relative 
influence 
17.1% .1711 .3791 25.0% .2500 .4443 43.2% .4324 .5022 25.6% 
Interest in the 
language 
73.7% .7368 .4433 100.0% 1.0000 .0000 91.9% .9189 .2767 82.7% 
Interest in culture 82.9% .8289 .3791 85.0% .8500 .3663 83.8% .8378 .3737 83.5% 
Required by major 18.4% .1842 .3902 20.0% .2000 .4104 13.5% .1351 .3466 17.3% 
Required for an 
elective  
5.3% .2634 .2248 20.0% .2000 .4104 8.1% 8.108E-
02 
.2767 8.3% 
Need for future 
career 
53.9% .5395 .5018 40.0% .4000 .5026 43.2% .4324 .5022 48.9% 
Need for travel 28.9% .2895 .4565 35.0% .3500 .4894 29.7% .2973 .4634 30.1% 
Other 10.5% .1053 .3089 25.0% .2500 .4443 13.5% .1351 .3466 13.5% 
 
 





    Non-Asian 
 (1)*           (2)* 
   Non-Chinese 
        Asian     
(1)*          (2)*    
      Chinese  
   Background 
(1)*          (2)*    
 
        Total 
 (1)*          (2)* 
Family influence 9.2% 3.0% 20.0%   75.7% 2.7% 29.3% 2.5% 
Friend and relative 
influence 
10.5% 3.0% 5.0% 16.7% 2.7% 29.7% 7.5% 13.2% 
Interest in the language 35.5% 36.4% 55.0% 22.2% 16.2% 45.9% 33.1% 37.2% 
Interest in culture 30.3% 37.9%   50.0%   18.9% 17.3% 33.9% 
Required by major 2.6% 6.1%   11.1%     1.5% 5.0% 
Required for an elective   3.0%        1.7% 
Need for future career 7.9% 9.1% 10.0%   5.4% 2.7% 7.5% 5.8% 
Other 3.9% 1.5% 10.0%       3.8% .8% 
  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%






overwhelming majority of the subjects chose interest in culture (83.5%) and 
interest in the language (82.7%). The percentage of participants choosing future 
career goal, family influence and travel were 48.9%, 36.8% and 30.1% respectively. 
      There are few differences among the groups with respect to interest in 
culture  (82.9%, 85.0% and 83.8%), “future career goal” (53.9%, 40.0% and 
43.2%) and travel (28.9%, 35.0% and 29.7%). However, there are some important 
differences with respect to family influence and interest in the language, especially 
the former. Ninety-two percent of the subjects in Group C  chos family influence 
versus only 14.5% for Group A and 20% for Group B. Group B and Group C 
endorsed interest in the language more strongly (100% and 91.9%) than Group A 
(73.7%). Interestingly, the rank of the five most important factors among the 
three groups also displays some noticeable differences. For Group A and Group 
B, the Number 1 choice was interest in culture and interest in the language 
respectively. However, the first choice for Group C was family influence (91.9%), 
which did not even appear among the five most important factors for Group A 
and Group B. Another important difference is that Group A and Group B are 
more concerned about learning Chinese for their future careers (Group A and 
Group B ranked it as the third factor and Group C ranked it as five).  
      There are some other differences that deserve notice. The influence of 
friends and relatives was ranked third by both Group A and Group B and as 
fourth by Group C, though it did not rank among the five most important factors 
for the whole group. Group C has a much higher rate for this factor than the 
other two groups (43.2% versus 25.0% for Group B and 17.1% for Group A). 
Group B also has a much higher rate for required to take as an elective to 
graduate than Group A and Group C (20.0% versus 5.3% and 8.1%).  
     The following table shows the orders of the five most important factors for 






Table 5.3 Orders of the Five Most Important Factors among the three 
groups for Learning Chinese 
Order       Non-Asian    Non-Chinese Asian Chinese background
    (1) Interest in culture Interest in the language Family influence 
    (2) Interest in the language Interest in culture Interest in the language
    (3) Need for future career Need for future career Interest in culture 
    (4) Need for travel Need for travel Friend and relative 
influence 
    (5) Friend and relative 
influence 
Friend and relative 
influence 
Need for future career
 
      In order to further explore the intensity of the factors that influence 
motivation for learning Chinese, a descriptive analysis of the first and second 
choices was performed, and results are very interesting (see table 5.2 (2)) For 
example, all three groups have a similar high rate of total choices for interest in 
culture (82.9%, 85.0% and 83.8% for Group A, Group B and Group C 
respectively); however, there is a great difference among them based on the rank 
of the choices. 30.3% of Group A ranked interest in culture first while no one did 
so in either Group B or C. If the first and second choices were put together, the 
rates of choosing interest in culture for Group A, Group B and Group C were 
63.2%, 45% and 18.9% respectively. Thus, the data show clearly that Group A 
has a much stronger motivation for learning Chinese because of their interest in 
culture than the other two groups. While interest in culture is the most important 
source of motivation for Group A, interest in the language and family influence 
are the most important sources for Group B and Group C respectively (55.0% of 
Group B chose Interest in the language as number 1 factor) and Group C (75% 
of Group C chose Family influence as number 1 factor). 
It is surprising that the percentage of instrumental motivation categories 





groups, especially as first or second choices. The first and second choices for own 
future career, major requirement, and required elective were 15.8%, 7.9% and 
2.6% respectively for Group A, 10.0%, 10.0% and 0% for Group B, and 8.1%, 
0% and 0% for Group C. 
 
Reasons for Studying Chinese in China  
       
      Six reasons were listed for the question “ Why did you choose to study 
Chinese in China?” For this question, the subjects were asked to choose any of 
the reasons that applied to their situations, rank their importance, and add any 
additional reasons that were not listed.   
An overwhelming majority of the subjects ranked more effective, more interesting, 
and more authentic environment as the three most important factors for going to 
China. The total choices of more effective, more interesting and an authentic  
 
Table 5.4 Reasons for Studying Chinese in China (1) 
Reasons for study 
in China     
          Non-Asian 
    %       Mean     SD 
  Non-Chinese Asian 
    %       Mean     SD 
  Chinese-background 
    %       Mean     SD 
 Total 
More interesting 64.5% .6447 .4818 90.0% .9000 .3078 73.0% .7297 .4502 70.7% 
More effective 85.5% .8553 .3542 90.0% .9000 .3078 75.7% .7568 .4350 83.5% 
Authentic 
environment 
65.8% .6579 .4776 60.0% .6000 .5026 89.2% .8919 .3148 71.4% 
Important  for 
future career 
56.6% .5658 .4989 25.0% .2500 .4443 24.3% .2432 .4350 42.9% 
Parents’ 
requirement 
  .0000 .0000 5.0% 5.000E
-02 
.2236 10.8% .1081 .3148 3.8% 
Friends' influence 3.9% 3.947E-
02 
.1960 15.0% .1500 .3663 16.2% .1622 .3737 9.0% 








Table 5.5 Reasons for Studying Chinese in China (2) 
Reasons for  
Studying in China  
     Non-Asian 
  
(1)*           (2)* 
    Non-Chinese 
          Asian 
 (1)*           (2)* 
      Chinese 
   Background 
  (1)*          (2)* 
        Total 
 
  (1)*        (2)* 
More interesting 44.7%      15.6% 65.0%      11.1% 54.1% 6.1% 50.4% 12.2% 
More effective 36.8% 54.7% 25.0% 50.0% 35.1% 45.5% 34.6% 51.3% 
Authentic environment 10.5% 17.2%   27.8% 2.7% 39.4% 6.8% 25.2% 
Important experience for 
future career 
6.6% 12.5% 10.0%     3.0% 5.3% 7.8% 
Parents' requirement         2.7% 6.1% .8% 1.7% 
Other 1.3%     11.1% 5.4%   2.3% 1.7% 
  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
* (1)=Fist Choice, (2)=Second choice. 
 
environment were 70.7%, 85% and 71.4% respectively. Future career was ranked 
4th (43.0%) whereas influence of friends and parents’ requirement were only 
endorsed by 15% and 5% of the participants. 
      Although the three ethnic groups chose the same three main factors for 
going China to study Chinese, there is a difference in the order. The authentic 
learning environment was ranked first by Group C (89.2%), but third by Group 
A (56.6%) and Group B (60.0%). More effective was ranked first by Group A 
(88.2%) and Group B (tying with more interesting, 90.0%) and second by Group 
C (75.1%). More interesting was ranked first by Group B (tying with more 
effective, 90.0%) and second by Group A (72.3%) and third by Group C (73.0%). 
Group A has a much higher rate of choosing important experience for future 
career (56.6%) than Group B (35.0%) and Group C (24.3%). Group B and 
Group C have a much higher rate of choosing influence of friends (15.0% and 
16.2%) than Group A (3.9%). Group A is the only group that did not list parents’ 
requirement as a choice.  
      The data above manifest a different emphasis for studying Chinese in 
China among the three groups. Group C has a much higher rate of choosing an 





important for them, since they are expected to speak and act like Chinese. They 
already have a good environment for learning Chinese in the U. S., but they need 
an authentic Chinese environment to further polish and develop their knowledge 
and skills. The reason for Group B having the highest rate of choosing both 
more interesting and more effective is likely because their ethnic languages and 
cultures made them feel relatively comfortable in China. They were also the most 
satisfied with the Chinese programs in China. Because of different ethnic 
languages and cultures, Group A experienced the most difficulty learning Chinese 
in the U.S. Therefore, they desired an effective Chinese learning environment and 
expected that they could learn Chinese more effectively in China than that in the 
U.S. Group A has a much higher rate of choosing important experience for 
future career than the other two groups. They likely thought that there was an 
advantage for their future careers if they had experience in China and could speak 
Chinese, since few people with Non-Asian backgrounds had such an experience. 
For Group C, there is no such advantage, since almost every one with a Chinese 
background can speak Chinese. Conversely, there would be a disadvantage for 
them if they could not speak Chinese, since they are expected to be able to speak 
at least some Chinese. For Group B, there is not much advantage to studying in 
China, since they look “Chinese”. It is not surprising that no one in Group A 
chose parents’ requirement and only a very low percentage of them chose 
influence of friends, since their families are of different ethnic backgrounds and 
they have very few if any friends who speak or study Chinese. 
  
             Analysis of Variance of Three Ethnic Groups 
 
      ANOVA was conducted to check if there were significant differences 
among the three ethnic groups on background variables, reasons for Chinese 






ANOVA of Ethnic Groups by Age, Gender, Native Language and 
Educational level and Major 
 
As can be seen in Table 5.6, a one-way ANOVA test shows that a 
significant difference exists among the ethnic groups for Age (F=9.504, p<. 001), 
Gender (F=5.078, p< .05), Native Language (F=30.764, p< .001), and Major 
(F=3.444, p< .05), but not for Educational Level. 
In order to examine the specific differences, post-hoc multiple 
comparison tests (Tukey’s HSD) were performed. The results are outlined in 
Table 5.7. Tukey’s HSD for Age shows that the students in Group A (Non-Asian 
group) are older than those in Group B (Non-Chinese Asian) (p< .05) and Group 
C (Chinese background) (p< .001). The result of the comparison for 
 
Table 5.6 ANOVA of Ethnic Groups by Age, Gender, Native Language, 
Educational and Major 





Age Between Groups 244.316 2 122.158 9.504 .000 
  Within Groups 1670.992 130 12.854     
  Total 1915.308 132       
Gender Between Groups 2.310 2 1.155 5.078 .008 
  Within Groups 29.570 130 .227     
  Total 31.880 132       
Native Language Between Groups 119.122 2 59.561 30.764 .000 
  Within Groups 251.690 130 1.936     
  Total 370.812 132       
Educational Level Between Groups 6.404 2 3.202 1.515 .224 
  Within Groups 274.694 130 2.113     
  Total 281.098 132       
Major Between Groups 40.746 2 20.373 3.444 .035 
  Within Groups 757.254 128 5.916     






Table 5.7 Post-hoc Multiple Comparisons of Ethnic Groups by Age, 




(I) group (J) group Mean Difference 
(I-J)  
Std. Error Sig. 
Age Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian 1.83 .90 .104 
    Chinese-background 3.06* .72 .000 
  Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian -1.83 .90 .104 
    Chinese-background 1.23 1.00 .434 
  Chinese-background Non-Asian -3.06* .72 .000 
    Non-Chinese Asian -1.23 1.00 .434 
Gender Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian .3211* .1199 .020 
    Chinese-background -9.2461E-02 9.561E-02 .598 
  Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian -.3211* .1199 .020 
    Chinese-background -.4135* .1324 .005 
  Chinese-background Non-Asian 9.246E-02 9.561E-02 .598 
    Non-Chinese Asian .4135* .1324 .005 
Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian -2.74* .35 .000 
  Chinese-background -.47 .28 .218 
Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian 2.74* .35 .000 
  Chinese-background 2.27* .39 .000 

















Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian -.46 .37 .413 
  Chinese-background -3.11E-02 .40 .997 






    Non-Chinese Asian 3.11E-02 .40 .997 
Major  Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian -.66 .61 .529 
    Chinese-background -1.27* .49 .026 
  Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian .66 .61 .529 
    Chinese-background -.61 .68 .637 
  Chinese-background Non-Asian 1.27* .49 .026 
    Non-Chinese Asian .61 .68 .637 






Gender shows that the students in Group B are significantly different from those 
in Group A (p< .05) and Group C (p< .01). Females predominate in Group B 
and males predominate in Groups A and Group C. For Native Language, 
Tukey’s HSD indicates that Group B is significantly different from Group A (p< 
.001) and Group C (p< .001) (35.0% native English speakers versus 94.7% and 
78.4%). For Major, there is a significant difference at the p< .05 level between 
Group A and Group C (the main differences: Humanities: 27.6% versus 54%; 
Medical Sciences: 1.3% versus 13.5%; 10.5% Sciences: 10.5% versus 27.0%; 
Economics, Business: 7.9% versus 18.9% and East Asian Studies, including 
Chinese: 27.7% versus 16.2%).   
 
ANOVA of Ethnic Groups by Chinese Language Learning Experience 
 
      A one-way ANOVA test on the three ethnic groups by Chinese language 
learning experience shows that a significant difference exists among them for the  
 
Table 5.8 ANOVA of Ethnic Groups by Chinese Language Learning 
Experience  
   Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 
Age of starting to 
learn Chinese 
Between Groups 628.466 2 314.233 15.364 .000 
  Within Groups 2638.443 129 20.453     
  Total 3266.909 131       
Years learning 
Chinese 
Between Groups 1.090 2 .545 .599 .551 
  Within Groups 117.297 129 .909     
  Total 118.386 131       
Studying Chinese  
outside class 
Between Groups 20.058 2 10.029 9.149 .000 
  Within Groups 142.513 130 1.096     






      
Table 5.9 Post-hoc Multiple Comparisons of Ethnic Groups by Chinese 




(I) Group (J) Group  Mean  
Difference (I-J) Error 
Std.  Sig. 
Non-Asian 
  

















Age of starting to 
learn Chinese  
Chinese-background Non-Asian -4.91* .92 .000 
    Non-Chinese Asian -4.87* 1.26 .000 
Non-Chinese Asian .14 .24 .818 Non-Asian  
Chinese-background .20 .19 .553 
Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian -.14 .24 .818 
  Chinese-background 5.56E-02 .27 .976 






    Non-Chinese Asian -5.56E-02 .27 .976 
Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian 1.58E-02 .26 .998 Studying Chinese 
outside class    Chinese-background .87* .21 .000 
  Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian -1.58E-02 .26 .998 
    Chinese-background .85* .29 .009 
  Chinese-background Non-Asian -.87* .21 .000 
    Non-Chinese Asian -.85* .29 .009 
*  The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 
age of starting to learn Chinese (F=15.364, p<. 001) and the hours spent studying 
Chinese outside class (F=9.149, p<. 001), but not for the years spent learning 
Chinese (Table 5.8). 
      Post-hoc multiple comparison tests (Tukey’s HSD) were performed to 
determine the specific results. Table 5.9 shows these results. Tukey’s HSD 
indicates that the participants in Group C started learning Chinese significantly 
earlier than those in Group A (p< .001) and Group B (p< .001). Group C also 





Group A (p< .001) and Group B (p< .05). There was no significant difference 
between Group A and B for Chinese learning experience.   
 
ANOVA of Ethnic Groups by Other Foreign Language Learning 
Experience 
 
Table 5.10 shows that the ANOVA concerning other foreign language 
learning experience among the three ethnic groups and finds no significant 
difference for the age of starting to learn other foreign languages and years in 
learning other languages. However, there is a significant difference in the 
particular Other languages studied (F=5.716, p< .05). Tukey’s HSD indicates that 
Group B displays a significant difference for Other languages studied from both 
Group A (p< .05) and Group C (p< .05) (20% for Japanese, 10% for Korean and  
 
Table 5.10 ANOVA of Ethnic Groups by Other Foreign Language Learning 
Experience 
    Sum of  
Squares 
df Mean  
Square 
F Sig. 










































Between Groups 1.996 2 .998 2.598 .079 
Within Groups 41.861 109 .384     
Years in learning 
other languages  
Total 43.857 111       
Between Groups 68.590 2 34.295 5.716 .004 
Within Groups 671.932 112 5.999     
Which other 
languages 







Table 5.11 Post-hoc Multiple Comparisons of Ethnic Groups by Other 
Foreign Language Learning Experience 

















Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian 1.11 1.01 .513
  Chinese-background -.49 .77 .803
Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian -1.11 1.01 .513
  Chinese-background -1.60 1.09 .309
Chinese-background Non-Asian .49 .77 .803
Age of starting to 
learn other 
languages 
  Non-Chinese Asian 1.60 1.09 .309
Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian -.16 .15 .542
  Chinese-background 9.21E-02 .12 .721
Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian .16 .15 .542
  Chinese-background .25 .17 .285
Chinese-background Non-Asian -9.21E-02 .12 .721
Studied other 
languages?  
  Non-Chinese Asian -.25 .17 .285
Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian .33 .17 .143
  Chinese-background .23 .13 .202
Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian -.33 .17 .143
  Chinese-background -.10 .19 .848
Chinese-background Non-Asian -.23 .13 .202





    Non-Chinese Asian .10 .19 .848
Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian -2.22* .66 .003
  Chinese-background -.46 .52 .647
Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian 2.22* .66 .003
  Chinese-background 1.76* .71 .039
Chinese-background Non-Asian .46 .52 .647
Which other 
languages studied? 
  Non-Chinese Asian -1.76* .71 .039
*  The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 
5% for other languages for Group B versus none for Japanese and Korean and 
1.3% of other languages for Group A and none of Japanese, Korean and other 






ANOVA of Ethnic Groups by Goals for Learning Chinese, Enjoyment of 
Chinese Learning and Self-Perspectives on Chinese Proficiency 
 
As can be seen in Table 5.12, the ANOVA shows no significant 
difference among the three ethnic groups for Goals for learning Chinese, 
Enjoyment of Chinese learning and Self-perspectives on Chinese proficiency in 
class. A significant difference is only found on Self-perspectives on Chinese 
proficiency compared with natives (F=11.392, p< .001). Tukey’s HSD indicates 
that there are significant differences for Self-perspectives on Chinese proficiency 
compared with natives between Group C and both Groups A (p< .001) and B 
(p< .005) (45.5% choosing “poor” for Group C versus 80.35% for Group A and 
75% for Group B).  
 
Table 5.12 ANOVA of Ethnic Groups by Goals for Learning Chinese, 
Enjoyment of Chinese Learning and Self-Perspectives on Chinese 
Proficiency 





Between Groups 1.005 2 .503 2.583 .079 
Within Groups 25.295 130 .195     
Goals for learning 
Chinese  
Total 26.301 132       
Between Groups .252 2 .126 1.400 .250 
Within Groups 11.448 127 9.014E-02     
Enjoyment of 
Chinese learning  
Total 11.700 129       
Between Groups 1.141 2 .571 1.019 .364 
Within Groups 72.828 130 .560     
Chinese proficiency  
in the class  
Total 73.970 132       
Between Groups 6.703 2 3.351 11.392 .000 
Within Groups 38.245 130 .294     
Chinese proficiency 
compared with natives  







Table 5.13 Post-hoc Multiple Comparisons of Ethnic Groups by Goals for 
Learning Chinese, Enjoyment of Chinese Learning and Self-Perspectives 
on Chinese Proficiency 
Tukey HSD  















Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian -.17 .11 .293
  Chinese-background -.18 8.84E-02 .102 
Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian .17 .11 .293
  Chinese-background -1.49E-02 .12 .992
Chinese-background Non-Asian .18 8.84E-02 .102 
Goal for learning 
Chinese  
  
  Non-Chinese Asian 1.49E-02 .12 .992
Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian -.11 7.58E-02 .317 
  Chinese-background 2.55E-02 6.06E-02 .907
Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian .11 7.58E-02 .317 
  Chinese-background .14 8.33E-02 .236




  Non-Chinese Asian -.14 8.33E-02 .236
Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian -.13 .19 .780
  Chinese-background -.21 .15 .345
Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian .13 .19 .780
  Chinese-background -8.24E-02 .21 .917 
Chinese-background Non-Asian .21 .15 .345
Chinese  
proficiency in  
the class  
  Non-Chinese Asian 8.24E-02 .21 .917 
Non-Asian Non-Chinese Asian 2.63E-02 .14 .980
  Chinese-background .51* .11 .000
Non-Chinese Asian Non-Asian -2.63E-02 .14 .980
  Chinese-background .48* .15 .004






    Non-Chinese Asian -.48* .15 .004







                        Descriptive Analysis of the BALLI 
   
Descriptive statistics were computed for the BALLI and the BALLI Plus 
items. The subjects’ responses on the BALLI and the BALLI Plus were grouped 
into seven major categories. Five of them came from Horwitz’ original categories 
(1987, 1988, 1989, 1990, 1999), including The Difficulty of Language Learning, 
Foreign Language Aptitude, The Nature of Language Learning, Learning and 
Communication Strategy and Motivation and Expectation. Because the BALLI 
was designed for American students learning foreign languages in the U.S., there 
are no specific items concerning learning a less commonly taught foreign 
language abroad. In order to study the language learning beliefs of American 
college students learning Chinese in China, two additional areas, Perspectives on 
Learning Chinese and Views and Evaluations of Learning Chinese in China, were 
added to form the BALLI Plus. The BALLI Plus differs from BALLI only by 
virtue of the additional 12 questions about several specific features of learning 
Chinese and studying Chinese in China. These 12 items were added to the end of 
the original BALLI.. 
For clarity, in the following description and analysis, strongly agree and 
agree and strongly disagree and disagree are grouped together except where 
necessary for discussion. 
 
The Difficulty of Language Learning   
 
      The difficulty of Language Learning category consisted of Items 3, 4, 5, 
15, 25, and 34. Responses to these items by three ethnic groups are reported in 
Table 5.14.  
Eighty-eight percent of the subjects from all three ethnic groups 





for Group A Group B and Group C was 89.5%, 80.0% and 88.6%, respectively. 
Both Group A and Group C believe this more strongly than Group B, with a rate 
 
Table 5.14 The Difficulty of Language Learning 
Item Group 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 
B3 Non-Asian 59.2% 30.3% 6.6% 1.3% 2.6% 1.53 1.00 
  Non-Chinese Asian 35.0% 45.0% 15.0% 5.0%   1.90 .85 
  Chinese-background 48.6% 40.5% 5.4% 2.7% 2.7% 1.70 .91 
Total   52.6% 35.3% 7.5% 2.3% 2.3% 1.66 .89 
B4 Non-Asian 31.6% 46.1% 18.4% 2.6% 1.3% 1.96 .86 
  Non-Chinese Asian 10.0% 65.0% 25.0%     2.15 .59 
  Chinese-background 29.7% 64.9% 5.4%     1.76 .55 
Total  27.8% 54.1% 15.8% 1.5% .8% 1.93 .75 
B5 Non-Asian 18.4% 50.0% 23.7% 7.9%  2.21 .84 
  Non-Chinese Asian 50.0% 25.0% 10.0% 15.0%  1.90 1.12 
  Chinese-background 32.4% 48.6% 10.8% 8.1%  1.95 .88 
Total   27.1% 45.9% 18.0% 9.0%  2.09 .90 
B15 Non-Asian   8.0% 24.0% 44.0% 24.0% 3.84 .89 
  Non-Chinese Asian   20.0% 25.0% 20.0% 35.0% 3.70 1.17 
  Chinese-background 5.4% 16.2% 27.0% 35.1% 16.2% 3.41 1.12 
Total   1.5% 12.1% 25.0% 37.9% 23.5% 3.70 1.01 
B25 Non-Asian 1.3% 22.4% 15.8% 42.1% 18.4% 3.54 1.08 
  Non-Chinese Asian 10.0% 15.0% 35.0% 35.0% 5.0% 3.10 1.07 
  Chinese-background 2.9% 8.6% 20.0% 42.9% 25.7% 3.80 1.02 
Total   3.1% 17.6% 19.8% 41.2% 18.3% 3.54 1.08 
B34 Non-Asian 11.8% 18.4% 17.1% 32.9% 19.7% 3.30 1.31 
  Non-Chinese Asian 25.0% 10.0% 30.0% 30.0% 5.0% 2.80 1.28 
  Chinese-background 2.7% 10.8% 21.6% 35.1% 29.7% 3.78 1.08 
Total   11.3% 15.0% 20.3% 33.1% 20.3% 3.36 1.28 
  
of strong agreement of 59.2% and 48.6% versus 35%. The endorsement in this 
study is similar to several previous studies of American students learning German, 
French, Spanish and Japanese in the U. S. (Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1995; and Oh, 





Cyprus and Korea (Yang, 1992; Kunt, 1997; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995 and Kim-
Yoon, 2000). It is possible that American foreign language learners have more 
contact with or have studied more foreign languages than EFL learners, who 
study English almost exclusively. The very high rate of previous foreign language 
learning experience among the three groups in this study also supports this 
explanation.    
Eighty-two percent of the subjects in this study thought that Chinese was 
a very difficult or difficult language (27.8% and 54.1%), with Group A showing 
77.7%, Group B 75.0% and Group C 94.6%. The number of respondents 
choosing “a very difficult or difficult language” in this study is much higher than 
all the studies mentioned above. The unique characteristics of the Chinese 
language and the special learning and instructional environment in China are a 
possible explanation. For most English speakers, Chinese is more difficult than 
Western foreign languages, especially with regard to Chinese characters, the 
writing system and the many different dialects heard in China. The emphasis on 
learning Chinese characters and the writing system and traditional grammar-
translation teaching methods in China can make learners feel frustrated and make 
slow progress.  
Among the three groups, Group B has a much lower rate of choosing 
“very difficult”, with 10.0% compared with 31.6% in Group A and 29.7% in 
Group C. Compared with the other two groups, Group B feels that Chinese is 
not so difficult to learn. This finding might result from their relatively similar 
ethnic languages and cultures as well as their much lower proportion of native 
English speakers, and their high rate of previously studying Japanese and Korean. 
Another unusual phenomenon is that Group C has a very high rate (94%) of 
thinking that Chinese is a difficult language, nearly 20% higher than Group A and 
Group B. It is possible that the standard for learning Chinese is different among 
the three groups. For Group C, learning Chinese is not only learning how to 





reading and writing than listening and speaking because of the complicated 
Chinese characters and writing system. It takes a Chinese child in China about six 
years in school to learn how to read and write. For Group A and Group B, the 
main goal for learning Chinese is to learn listening and speaking, and therefore, 
reading and writing is not so important to them (see also the above descriptive 
statistics of goals for Chinese learning).   
Although a high percentage of the subjects think Chinese is difficult, a 
majority of each group (from 68.4% to 75.0%) still agreed with Item 5 (“I believe 
that I will ultimately learn to speak this language very well”), which is higher than 
most previous studies mentioned above, including both the American students 
and EFL students. Once again, Group B shows more confidence in this belief 
than Group A and Group C, with a strong agreement rate of 50.0% versus 18.4% 
and 32.4%.      
In response to Item 15 (“If someone spent one hour a day learning a 
language, how long would it take them to speak the language well?”), 13.6% of 
the subjects chose “less than a year” or “1-2 years,” which is much lower than the 
percentages of American students studying German, French and Spanish (42% to 
44% choosing  “less than a year” or “1-2 years”) in Horwitz’ study (1988) or EFL 
students (38% to 39% choosing “1-2 yeas” only) in Yang’s (1992) and Kunt’s 
(1997) studies. The percentage of the subjects choosing “5-10 years” and “ You 
cannot learn a language in one hour a day” in the present study were 37.9% and 
23.5% respectively, which are higher than the percentages of American students 
of German, French and Spanish, with 7% to 10% and 8% to 12% respectively 
(Horwitz, 1988). These numbers are also quite different from the American 
students of Japanese in Oh’s study (1996), where most students chose 3-5 years 
(43% to 50%), even though both Chinese and Japanese are less commonly taught 
foreign languages. Contrary to the optimism on language learning showed in 
these previous studies (Horwitz, 1999), the subjects’ answers on the time 





pessimistic. There might be two reasons for this finding. One is the complicated 
Chinese language system, and the other is the influence of Chinese culture, 
education system and Chinese traditional teaching methods. The emphasis on 
reading and writing, literature and character development as well as the teacher-
centeredness and textbook-centeredness that might make students feel that they 
cannot make progress as fast as they previously expected.  
      For Item 34 (“ It is easier to read and write Chinese than to speak and 
understand it”), Group B shows a lower rate of disagreement than Group A or 
Group C (35.5% versus 52.6% and 50.3%). The rate of strong disagreement for 
Group B is also especially low (5.0% versus 19.7% for Group A and 20.3% for 
Group C). The reason for the difference between Group B and Group A here is 
likely because of their ethnic backgrounds. Compared with Group A, Group B 
has a similar ethnic language writing system, which shares some Chinese writing 
system, particularly Chinese characters used either in the history or present. This 
similarity could make Group B feel that it is relatively easier to read and write 
Chinese than to speak and understand it. They may feel that it is difficult to speak 
and understand not only because of the complex meaning of Chinese characters 
and associated Chinese culture but also because of the completely different 
pronunciation system. The different pronunciation and meaning of the same 
characters from their ethnic languages could interfere and mislead their speaking 
and understanding. The difference between Group B and Group C is more 
complicated. The subjects of group C grew up in a Chinese environment 
including culture (families and communities). It is much easier for them to speak 
and understand Chinese than to read or write it, since their parents and 
grandparents speak Chinese at home and force them to listen to Chinese. 
Therefore, it is relatively easy for them to speak and understand Chinese. 
However, if they want to read and write it well, they will have to learn the 





Foreign Language Aptitude  
 
      There are 9 items (Items 1, 2, 10, 11, 16, 19, 30, and 33) in the BALLI 
related to Foreign Language Aptitude. A majority of the subjects (ranging from 
56.4% to 89.5%) agreed with 4 statements (Items 1, 2, 10, and 33), disagreed with 
2 statements (Items 11, and 19) and were neutral on three statements (Items 6, 16 
and 30)  
      Among the four items students agreed with, only Item 1 (“It is easier for 
children than adults to learn a foreign language” and Item 2 (“Some people have 
a special ability for learning foreign languages”) have overwhelmingly high 
agreement rates (89.5% and 86.5%). These rates are similar to American students 
learning other foreign languages (86% to 90%) (Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1995 and 
Oh 1996) and higher than EFL students (63% to 72%) (Yang, 1992; Park, 1995; 
Truitt, 1995; Kunt, 1997). Among the three groups in this study, Group C has the 
highest rate of agreement on both Items 1 (97.3%) and 2 (89.2%), while Group B 
has the lowest rate on both item 1 (75.0%) and 2 (75.0%) with Group A in the 
middle (89.6% and 86.5%). The higher rate of agreement on Items 1 and 2 in 
Group A and Group C might be related to their earlier foreign language learning 
experiences. The percentage of the subjects who started learning foreign 
languages before 14 years old in Group A (37.9%) and Group C (62.1%) is much 
higher than in Group B (20%). Because of early rich foreign language learning 
experiences, they may have more knowledge and experience to compare their 
current experience with.  
Fifty-six percent of the subjects agreed with Item 10 (“It is easier for 
someone who already speaks a foreign language to learn another one”). Among 
 them, Group A has the highest rate of agreement (65.8% versus 50.0% for 
Group B and 40.5% for Group C), while Group C has the highest rate of  





Item Group 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 
B1 Non-Asian 68.4% 21.1% 5.3%   5.3% 1.53 1.00 
  Non-Chinese Asian 50.0% 25.0% 15.0% 10.0%   1.85 1.04 
  Chinese-background 59.5% 37.8%     2.7% 1.49 .77 
Total   63.2% 26.3% 5.3% 1.5% 3.8% 1.56 .95 
B2 Non-Asian 43.4% 44.7% 6.6%   5.3% 1.79 .97 
  Non-Chinese Asian 30.0% 45.0% 15.0% 10.0%   2.05 .94 
  Chinese-background 35.1% 54.1% 8.1%   2.7% 1.81 .81 
Total   39.1% 47.4% 8.3% 1.5% 3.8% 1.83 .92 
B6 Non-Asian  7.9% 44.7% 35.5% 11.8% 3.51 .81 
  Non-Chinese Asian  10.0% 75.0% 15.0%   3.05 .51 
  Chinese-background 2.7%  16.2% 59.5% 18.9% 2.7% 3.03 .76 
Total   .8% 10.5% 53.4% 27.8% 7.5% 3.31 .79 
B10 Non-Asian 23.7% 42.1% 23.7% 9.2% 1.3% 2.22 .96 
  Non-Chinese Asian 10.0% 40.0% 35.0% 15.0%   2.55 .89 
  Chinese-background   40.5% 29.7% 21.6% 8.1% 2.97 .99 
Total   15.0% 41.4% 27.1% 13.5% 3.0% 2.48 1.00 
B11 Non-Asian   35.5% 31.6% 32.9% 100.0% 3.97 .83 
  Non-Chinese Asian 5.0% 25.0% 30.0% 40.0% 100.0% 4.05 .94 
  Chinese-background   16.2% 37.8% 45.9% 100.0% 4.30 .74 
Total   .8% 28.6% 33.1% 37.6% 100.0% 4.08 .83 
B16 Non-Asian 5.3% 18.4% 40.8% 31.6% 3.9% 3.11 .93 
  Non-Chinese Asian 5.0% 25.0% 30.0% 40.0%   3.05 .94 
  Chinese-background   13.5% 54.1% 32.4%   3.19 .66 
Total   3.8% 18.0% 42.9% 33.1% 2.3% 3.12 .86 
B19 Non-Asian 1.3% 9.2% 46.1% 23.7% 19.7% 3.51 .96 
  Non-Chinese Asian   5.0% 25.0% 50.0% 20.0% 3.85 .81 
  Chinese-background     40.5% 37.8% 21.6% 3.81 .78 
Total   .8% 6.0% 41.4% 31.6% 20.3% 3.65 .90 
B30 Non-Asian 1.3% 23.7% 60.5% 14.5%   2.88 .65 
  Non-Chinese Asian   5.0% 90.0% 5.0%   3.00 .32 
  Chinese-background   24.3% 59.5% 10.8% 5.4% 2.97 .76 
Total   .8% 21.1% 64.7% 12.0% 1.5% 2.92 .65 
B33 Non-Asian 21.1% 35.5% 27.6% 11.8% 3.9% 2.42 1.07 
  Non-Chinese Asian 30.0% 40.0% 25.0% 5.0%   2.05 .89 
  Chinese-background 24.3% 51.4% 18.9% 5.4%   2.05 .81 






disagreement (29.7% versus 10.5% for group A and 15.0% for Group B). The 
rates of agreement for Group B and Group C are also much lower than those in 
Horwitz’s (1988) study on American students leaning Spanish (89%), French 
(75%) and German (60%). The difference between Group B and C (especially 
Group C) and Group A and the other groups in Horwitz’s study might result 
from their different ethnic language backgrounds. The majority of the ethnic 
backgrounds of Group A and the other groups in Horwitz’s study are white and 
hispanic. Their ethnic languages are similar to one another in many ways. Their 
cultures are similar to one another as well, especially when compared with East 
Asian cultures (Chang, 1997). Thus, their ethnic language and culture experiences 
likely make students in these groups agree with Item 10 more. For Group A in 
this study, the use of the Pinyin system in Chinese teaching and their goals for 
learning Chinese also likely contribute to their agreement. Pinyin enables 
westerners to learn and speak Chinese without learning Chinese characters. Their 
previous experience learning western languages probably helps them master the 
Pinyin system.  
 The rate of agreement with Item 33 (“Everyone can learn to speak a 
foreign language”) in this study is a little lower (63.9%) than in Horwitz’s (1988) 
study on American students (72% to 83%). Among the three groups, Group C 
has the highest rate, with 76.7% agreement versus 70.0% for Group B and 
56.6% for Group A. 
 The two statements with a high level of disagreement are Items 11 and 
19 (“People who are good at mathematics or science are not good at learning 
foreign languages” and “Women are better than men at learning foreign 
languages”). The overall rate of disagreement for Item 11 is 70.7%, which is 
almost the same as in Horwitz’s study (German, 71%; French, 69% and Spanish, 
69%). However, there are some differences among the three groups in this study, 
especially with respect to Group A (64.5%) and Group C (83.7%). The much 





Chinese communities highly value mathematics and science, and regard them as 
symbols of intelligence. For Item 19, the overall rates of both agreement and 
neutrality for the students in this study are quite high (51.9% and 41.4%), and 
similar to Horwitz’s study (36% to 60%). Interestingly, among the three groups 
in this study, Group B has the highest rate of disagreement, with 70% versus 
59.4% for Group C and 43.4% for Group A, and the lowest rate of neutrality, 
with 25% versus 46.1% for Group A and 40.5% for Group C. The difference 
here seems to be related to gender, since Group B has many more female 
students (90.0%) than Group A (42.1%) and Group C (48.6%).  
 The overall rate of neutrality for Item 16 (“I have a special ability for 
learning foreign languages”) is 42.9%, which is close to the responses in 
Horwitz’s (1988) study (39% to 44%) and EFL learners in Park’s (1995) study 
(46%) and Yang’s (1992) study (43%). More than one third of subjects 
disagreed with Item 16 in this study, which is a little lower than the percentage 
of American students learning Japanese (beginner: 41% and intermediate: 55%) 
in Oh’s (1996) study and EFL students in Truitt’s (1995) and Kunt’s (1997) 
studies (43.5% to 53%). For Item 16, Group C has the highest rate of neutrality 
(54.15% versus 40.8% for Group A and 30.0% for Group B), while Group B 
has the highest rate of both agreement and disagreement (25.0% and 40.0% 
respectively).   
      Fifty-three percent of the subjects chose neutrality with respect to Item 6 
(“People from my country are good at learning foreign languages”). Group B has 
the highest rate of neutrality, with 75.0% versus 59.5% for Group C and 44.7% 
for Group A. Item 30 (“People who speak more than one language are very 
intelligent”) also has a high rate of neutrality (64.7%), with 60.5% for Group A, 
90.0% for Group B and 59.5% for Group C. 





      The Nature of Language Learning category includes items 8, 12, 17, 23, 
27 and 28. Among them, two items (8 and 12) concern the role of social cultural 
contact in language achievement, one item (27) is related to the subjects’ 
perspectives on language learning as contrasted with other academic subjects and 
the other three items (23, 27 and 28) examine the subjects’ focus in the language 
learning task.  
       
Table 5.16 The Nature of Language Learning 
Item Group 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 
B8 Non-Asian 17.1% 52.6% 22.4% 7.9%   2.21 .82 
  Non-Chinese Asian   55.0% 40.0% 5.0%   2.50 .61 
  Chinese-background   35.1% 32.4% 24.3% 8.1% 3.05 .97 
Total   9.8% 48.1% 27.8% 12.0% 2.3% 2.49 .91 
B12 Non-Asian 59.2% 30.3% 6.6% 1.3% 2.6% 1.58 .88 
  Non-Chinese Asian 40.0% 35.0% 20.0% 5.0%   1.90 .91 
  Chinese-background 43.2% 29.7% 21.6% 2.7% 2.7% 1.92 1.01 
Total   51.9% 30.8% 12.8% 2.3% 2.3% 1.72 .93 
B17 Non-Asian   39.5% 44.7% 11.8% 3.9% 2.80 .80 
  Non-Chinese Asian   25.0% 60.0% 15.0%   2.90 .64 
  Chinese-background 8.1% 32.4% 32.4% 21.6% 5.4% 2.84 1.04 
Total   2.3% 35.3% 43.6% 15.0% 3.8% 2.83 .85 
B23 Non-Asian 11.8% 26.3% 36.8% 23.7% 1.3% 2.76 .99 
  Non-Chinese Asian   35.0% 40.0% 25.0%   2.90 .79 
  Chinese-background 2.7% 24.3% 32.4% 35.1% 5.4% 3.16 .96 
Total   7.5% 27.1% 36.1% 27.1% 2.3% 2.89 .96 
B27 Non-Asian 38.2% 47.4% 9.2% 2.6% 2.6% 1.84 .90 
  Non-Chinese Asian 35.0% 40.0% 5.0% 20.0%   2.10 1.12 
  Chinese-background 27.0% 64.9% 2.7% 2.7% 2.7% 1.89 .81 
Total   34.6% 51.1% 6.8% 5.3% 2.3% 1.89 .91 
B28 Non-Asian 3.9% 15.8% 18.4% 48.7% 13.2% 3.51 1.04 
  Non-Chinese Asian   20.0% 35.0% 45.0%   3.25 .79 
  Chinese-background   2.7% 32.4% 54.1% 10.8% 3.73 .69 






Fifty-eight percent of the subjects agreed with Item 8 (“It is necessary to 
know about Chinese cultures in order to learn to speak Chinese well”), which is a 
higher percentage than that of American students learning German, French and 
Spanish (37% to 45%). It is especially worth noting that Group A, which has 
similar ethnic background to students in Horwitz’s study, has a much higher rate 
of agreement (69.7%). The rate of strong agreement in Group A is also much 
higher (17.1%) than that of students (4% to 8%) in Horwitz’s study. 
Among the three groups in this study, Group A has the highest rate of 
agreement with Item 8 (69.7% versus 55.0% for Group B and 35.1% for Group 
C). Very interestingly, Group A is the only group that has students who strongly 
agree (17.1%) and Group C is the only one with students who strongly disagree 
(8.1%). Group C also has a much higher rate of disagreement, with 32.4% versus 
7.9% for Group A and 5.0% for Group B. 
The above data display a clear picture that ethnic background seems to 
play an important role in foreign language learning in this context. They show 
that the beliefs and attitudes about the importance of knowing culture in target 
language learning are related to ethnic background and the target language.  
      The agreement rate for Item 12 ("It is best to learn Chinese in an 
Chinese speaking country”) is 82.7%, which is higher than that of American 
students learning German, French and Spanish (66% to 77%). Group A not 
only has a higher rate of agreement (89.5%) than Group B (75%) and Group C 
(72.9%), it also has a much higher rate of strong agreement (59.2% versus 
40.0% and 43.2%). The difference between Group A and the other groups in 
this study and Horwitz’s study also implies that ethnic backgrounds might 
influence beliefs about learning target languages in target language countries. 
For all three groups, the Chinese learning environment in China is perceived to 
be better than in the U.S. However, the benefits from the learning environment 
in China might be different for the three groups, especially when compared to 





the much higher rate of agreement and strong agreement with Item 12 in 
Group A than in the other groups, since their learning environment improved 
the most. 
      Eighty-six percent of the subjects agreed with Item 27 (“Learning a 
foreign language is different than learning other academic subjects”), which is 
similar to American students learning German, French Spanish and Japanese 
(76% to 87%) (Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1995 and Oh, 1996) and higher than EFL 
students (66% to 75%) (Yang, 1992; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Kunt, 1997). 
Among the three groups, Group C has the highest rate of agreement, with 
91.9% versus 85.6% for Group A and 75% for Group B. 
      Among the three items about the Nature of Language Learning, most 
subjects were neutral or agreed with Item 17 “The most important part of 
learning a foreign language is learning vocabulary” (43.6% neutrality and 35.3% 
agreement) and Item 23 “The most important part of learning a foreign language 
is learning the grammar” (36.1% neutrality and 34.6% agreement), and disagreed 
with Item 28 “The most important part of learning Chinese is learning how to 
translate from my native language”(60.1%). 
      The high rates of neutrality and agreement for Items 17 and 23 in this 
study contrasted with those of Horwitz’s (1988) and Kern’s (1995) studies, which 
reported a high rate of disagreement on Items 17 (45% to 92%) and 23 (40% to 
83%, except 29% of Spanish in Horwitz’s study). However, the responses in this 
study for these 2 items are relatively close to those in Oh’s (1996) study of 
American students learning Japanese. Chinese and Japanese are less commonly 
taught foreign languages and the vocabulary and grammar are quite different 
from Western foreign languages. This situation might focus students on the 
importance of learning vocabulary and grammar. The other likely reasons for the 
difference are the differences in culture, learning environments and teaching 
methods in the US and China. The popularity of second language acquisition 





foreign languages in the U.S. make students learning those languages feel that 
learning vocabulary and grammar is not so important. However, traditional 
Chinese education theories and teaching methods (including Confucianism), 
which emphasize reading and writing, textbooks and teachers, and the 
memorization of vocabulary and grammar are still very popular in Chinese 
language teaching in the U.S. Most Chinese language teachers in China are not 
familiar with second language acquisition theories and communicative teaching 
methods and use only traditional Chinese teaching methods to teach Chinese 
(Burnaby & Sun, 1989; Anderson, 1993; Penner, 1995; Linnell, 2001). In such a 
learning environment, it is understandable why American students studying 
Chinese attach more importance to learning vocabulary and grammar than 
American students studying other foreign languages. This is the case even though 
most of them had also studied commonly taught foreign languages in the U.S. 
and therefore they have experienced the usefulness of communicative teaching 
methods just like other American students.   
  
Learning and Communication Strategies 
 
      There are eight items in the area of Learning and Communication 
Strategies, including Items 7, 9, 13, 14, 18, 21, 22, and 26.  Items 18 and 26 are 
related to learning strategies and the other eight items refer to communication 
strategies.  
      Ninety-three percent of subjects agreed with Item 7 (“It is important to 
repeat and practice a lot”) (95% to 98% in Horwitz’s study). For Item 18 (“It is 
important to practice with cassettes or tapes”), the subjects in this study have a 
lower rate of agreement (31.6%) and a relatively higher rate of neutrality (42.1%) 
than the American students (agreement: 58%, 84% and 71%; neutrality: 40%, 9% 






Table 5.17 Learning and Communication Strategies 
Item Group 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 
B7 Non-Asian 48.7% 36.8% 3.9% 10.5%   1.76 .95 
  Non-Chinese Asian 30.0% 55.0% 5.0% 10.0%   1.95 .89 
  Chinese-background 43.2% 48.6%   5.4% 2.7% 1.76 .93 
Total   44.4% 42.9% 3.0% 9.0% .8% 1.79 .93 
B9 Non-Asian 3.9% 5.3% 5.3% 31.6% 53.9% 4.26 1.05 
  Non-Chinese Asian 5.0% 10.0%   70.0% 15.0% 3.80 1.01 
  Chinese-background 5.4% 5.4% 13.5% 45.9% 29.7% 3.89 1.07 
Total   4.5% 6.0% 6.8% 41.4% 41.4% 4.09 1.06 
B13 Non-Asian 42.1% 46.1% 3.9% 7.9%  1.78 .86 
  Non-Chinese Asian 25.0% 55.0% 10.0% 10.0%  2.05 .89 
  Chinese-background 54.1% 24.3% 13.5% 8.1%  1.76 .98 
Total   42.9% 41.4% 7.5% 8.3%  1.81 .90 
B14 Non-Asian 34.2% 38.2% 9.2% 5.3%  2.25 1.34 
  Non-Chinese Asian 15.0% 45.0% 30.0% 10.0%   2.35 .88 
  Chinese-background 8.1% 54.1% 27.0% 5.4% 5.4% 2.46 .93 
Total   24.1% 43.6% 17.3% 6.0% 9.0% 2.32 1.17 
B18 Non-Asian 40.8% 50.0% 3.9% 1.3% 3.9% 1.78 .90 
  Non-Chinese Asian 50.0% 40.0%   10.0%   1.70 .92 
  Chinese-background 54.1% 43.2% 2.7%     1.49 .56 
Total   45.9% 46.6% 3.0% 2.3% 2.3% 1.68 .83 
B21 Non-Asian 11.8% 30.3% 11.8% 35.5% 10.5% 3.03 1.25 
  Non-Chinese Asian   20.0% 35.0% 40.0% 5.0% 3.30 .86 
  Chinese-background 5.4% 40.5% 27.0% 18.9% 8.1% 2.84 1.07 
Total   8.3% 31.6% 19.5% 31.6% 9.0% 3.02 1.15 
B22 Non-Asian 10.5% 27.6% 10.5% 40.8% 10.5% 3.13 1.24 
  Non-Chinese Asian 10.0% 15.0% 25.0% 30.0% 20.0% 3.35 1.27 
  Chinese-background 10.8% 32.4% 21.6% 27.0% 8.1% 2.89 1.17 
Total   10.5% 27.1% 15.8% 35.3% 11.3% 3.10 1.22 
B26 Non-Asian 2.6% 27.6% 39.5% 26.3% 3.9% 3.01 .90 
  Non-Chinese Asian 10.0% 35.0% 40.0% 15.0%   2.60 0.88 
  Chinese-background 2.7% 24.3% 48.6% 18.9% 5.4% 3.00 .88 
Total   3.8% 27.8% 42.1% 22.6% 3.8% 2.95 .90 
 
good opportunities to practice the language with real people and therefore rote 





      Eighty-seven percent of the subjects agreed with Item 7 (“It is important 
to speak Chinese with excellent pronunciation”), a much higher percentage than 
that of the American students studying commonly taught languages. However, it 
is close to that of American students studying Japanese (71% to 90%) (Oh, 1996) 
and that of EFL students in East Asia (78% to 97%) (Yang, 1992; Park, 1995; 
Truitt, 1995). East Asian languages, especially Chinese, use mainly ideograph 
systems, rather than the alphabetic systems of Western languages. Both American 
students studying East Asian languages and East Asian students studying English 
must learn completely different pronunciation systems. In contrast, when English 
speakers study a Western language, the similar alphabetic systems help them learn 
how to pronounce and understand it. Speaking Chinese with excellent 
pronunciation is particularly important, since Chinese is an ideographical and 
tonal language. In Chinese, the meaning of a word can be different if the same 
pronunciation is paired with different tones. Among the three groups, Group C 
has a higher rate of agreement with Item 7 (91.8%) than Group A (85.5%) and 
Group B (85.0%). One important reason for the higher rate in Group C might be 
that many students grew up in a Chinese dialect speaking family, such as 
Cantonese and thus understand the importance of correct pronunciation. Most 
Chinese dialects have completely different pronunciation systems, and people 
cannot communicate with each other when speaking different dialects. It might 
be even more difficult for dialect speakers to learn to pronounce Mandarin 
correctly than those who never learned Chinese previously. 
      The rate of disagreement with Item 9 (“You shouldn't say any thing in 
Chinese until you can say it correctly”) is 82.8%, a rate close to that of the 
American students reported in previous studies (73% to 88%) (Horwitz, 1988 
and Kern, 1995). This rate is also a little higher than that of American students 
studying Japanese (69% to 75%) (Oh, 1996). Although the rate of disagreement 
among the three groups is not very different, the rate of strong disagreement is. 





for Group B and 29.7% for Group C. The difference here might stem from the 
different ethnic cultures. In East Asian cultures, “ face” is very important and 
“losing face” is very serious (Sue & Morishima, 1982; Lin et al., 2001). If you 
cannot say something correctly, you have “lost face.” Many students from East 
Asia seldom speak in their classes if they think they cannot speak correctly, even 
though they know how important it is to speak when studying a foreign language.
      Eighty-four percent of the subjects agreed with Item 13 (“I enjoy 
practicing Chinese with the Chinese people that I meet”), a much higher 
percentage than found for American students learning other languages (29% to 
46%). Wanting to speak Chinese with native speakers is probably one of the main 
reasons why these students came to China to study Chinese in the first place. The 
rate of agreement for Group A, B and C is 88.2%, 80.0% and 78.4% respectively. 
      With respect to Item 21 (“I feel timid speaking Chinese with other 
people”), the responses are a little unusual, because the rates of agreement 
(31.6%) and strong agreement (8.3%) are almost the same as the rates for 
disagreement (31.6%) and strong disagreement (9.0%). The subjects, thus, have 
divided views on this statement. Among the three groups, Group A has the 
highest rate of disagreement (46.0%) and Group C has the highest rate of 
agreement (45.9%). Again differences between Group A and Group C might 
stern from their different cultural influence.  
 Sixty-eight percent of the subjects overall agreed with Item 14 (“It's O.K. 
to guess if you don't know a word in Chinese”). Group A has a much higher rate 
of both agreement and strong agreement (82.4% and 34.2%) than Group B 
(60.0% and 15%) or Group C (62.2% and 8.1%). Both rates of agreement and 
strong agreement for Group A are especially high when compared to those of 
American students learning German, French and Spanish (38% to 62% 
agreement and 5% to 10% strong agreement). There are probably two main 
reasons why Group A agrees with this statement. Most Chinese characters 





is very useful in memorizing, recognizing and recalling the characters. In 
addition, the study abroad environment gives learners the opportunity to make 
contact directly with local people and interact with real language situations. This 
contact with real life language use probably encourages them to guess more 
often than students studying in their home country.  
 For Item 22 (“If beginning students are permitted to make errors in 
Chinese, it will be difficult for them to speak correctly later on”), the rates of 
agreement, neutrality and disagreement were 27.2%, 15.8% and 46.6% 
respectively in this study. The high rate of disagreement here is contrary to the 
high rate of agreement for American students (48% to 57%) (Horwitz, 1988). 
However, compared with Group A and Group B, Group C has a higher rate of 
agreement (43.2% versus 38.1% and 35.0%) and a lower rate of disagreement 
(35.1% versus 51.3% and 50%). The reason that Group A and Group B have a 
much higher disagreement with Item 22 might be due to the Chinese 
pronunciation system. Pronouncing Chinese correctly requires the mastery of the 
complicated tone system and some easily confused consonants. If students are 
not permitted to make oral errors in the beginning, they will have to stop 
speaking very often because of teachers’ correction, which might cause 
frustration. Therefore, it might be natural for Groups A and B to disagree. For 
many students of Group C, the interference from their dialectal Chinese makes it 
difficult to speak correctly. Their Chinese learning experience probably makes 
them more aware about how difficult it is to correct pronunciation errors later 
on. 
 
Motivation and Expectations 
 
      Items 20 and 29 concern the perceived importance of specific target 
language and job expectations. It is very interesting to see that there are 





Chinese in China and American students learning commonly taught foreign 
languages in the U.S. When compared with American students learning Japanese 
(Oh, 1996) and EFL students (Yang, 1992; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995 and Kunt, 
1997), the subjects in this study agree with respect to Item 29, but disagree on 
Item 20. 
 
Table 5.18 Motivation and Expectations 
Item Group 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 
B20 Non-Asian 6.6% 9.2% 19.7% 39.5% 25.0% 3.67 1.15 
  Non-Chinese Asian 10.0% 10.0% 25.0% 45.0% 10.0% 3.35 1.14 
  Chinese-background 13.5% 13.5% 29.7% 40.5% 2.7% 3.05 1.10 
Total   9.0% 10.5% 23.3% 40.6% 16.5% 3.45 1.16 
B29 Non-Asian 46.1% 34.2% 13.2% 2.6% 3.9% 1.84 1.02 
  Non-Chinese Asian 20.0% 40.0% 25.0% 15.0%   2.35 .99 
  Chinese-background 27.0% 48.6% 21.6%   2.7% 2.03 .87 
Total   36.8% 39.1% 17.3% 3.8% 3.0% 1.97 .98 
B31 Non-Asian 78.9% 13.2% 3.9%   3.9% 1.37 .89 
  Non-Chinese Asian 75.0% 15.0%   10.0%   1.45 .94 
  Chinese-background 91.9% 8.1%       1.08 .28 
Total   82.0% 12.0% 2.3% 1.5% 2.3% 1.30 .79 
B32 Non-Asian 48.7% 34.2% 13.2% 3.9%   1.72 .84 
  Non-Chinese Asian 45.0% 45.0%   10.0%   1.75 .91 
  Chinese-background 40.5% 29.7% 27.0%   2.7% 1.95 .97 
Total   45.9% 34.6% 15.0% 3.8% .8% 1.79 .89 
 
 
For Item 20 “People in my country feel that it is important to speak 
Chinese” or other target languages, the subjects in this study have a much lower 
rate of agreement (19.5% of agreement and 57.1% of disagreement) than 
American students learning German, French, Spanish (agreement: 46% to 64%) 
(Horwitz, 1988) and Japanese (agreement: 52% to 55%) (Oh, 1996) and EFL 
learners (agreement: 74% to 90%) (Yang, 1992; Park, 1995, Truitt, 1995 and 





disagreement (64.5%) than Group B (55.0%) and Group C (42.7%). Their beliefs 
show a clear picture that American people, especially those with Non-Asian 
backgrounds, do not think that Chinese is an important foreign language. This 
finding is puzzling since there is a big population of Chinese students from 
China, Hong Kong, and Taiwan, as well as many prosperous Chinese 
communities and many imported Chinese products in the U.S. Group B and 
Group C, especially the latter, disagree less strongly, possibly because of their 
ethnic origins. Japanese, though it is also a less commonly taught Asian language, 
is still seen as a more important foreign language than Chinese by American 
people, which shows that advanced economic power might play an important 
role in American’s views on the importance of a particular foreign language.   
Interestingly, the subjects are optimistic about their job prospects, even though 
they have a pessimistic view of other people’s opinions about the importance of 
speaking Chinese. Seventy-six of the subjects agreed with Item 29 “If I learn 
Chinese very well, I will have better opportunities for a good job”. For the same 
Item, American students had a high level of disagreement ranging from 39% to 
84% (Horwitz, 1988 and Kern, 1995). However, the agreement in this study is a 
little lower than that for EFL students (87% to 90% in four studies and 74% in 
Truitt’s study) (Yang, 1992; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Kunt, 1997 and Kim-Yoon, 
2000), but a little higher than that of American students learning Japanese (44% 
to 62 %) (Oh, 1996). The positive view with respect to job opportunities for 
successful Chinese learners shows that the subjects in this study have 
independent thoughts on the usefulness of Chinese in their future career pursuits, 
as well as strong instrumental motivation, especially in group A. Group A had 
80.3% agreement with Item 29 and 64.5% disagreement with Item 20, and both 
these percentages are higher than those found in Group B and Group C. 
Japanese learners in the U.S. and EFL learners also have a high rate of agreement 





learning are thought of as important foreign languages by people in their 
countries     
The subjects’ strong motivation is shown by their unusually strong 
agreement (82%) with Item 31 “I want to learn to speak Chinese well.” If the 
12.0% agreement is added, this number reaches 94.0%. This percentage is much 
higher than those of American students learning German, French and Spanish 
(11% to 25% of strong agreement and 28% to 41% of agreement) (Horwitz, 
1988). American students learning Japanese show a close rate of the total 
agreement (92.5% to 97.1%), but a much lower rate of strong agreement (48.1% 
to 69.8%) when compared with the subjects in this study. The data here indicates 
that American students learning Chinese have a much stronger motivation to 
speak their target language well than American students learning other foreign 
languages. Group C has the strongest will to speak Chinese well, with 100% 
agreement (strong agreement: 91.9%) versus 92.1% (strong agreement: 78.9%) 
for Group A and 80% (strong agreement: 75.0.0%) for Group B. The unusual 
100% agreement in Group C might also show a strong ethnic culture influence. 
There is an almost unanimous view among Chinese families, Chinese 
communities and Chinese people that you must be able to speak Chinese if your 
ethnic background is Chinese. If you cannot speak Chinese you will feel inferior 
and looked down upon by comparison, since almost every Chinese you meet 
anywhere can speak Chinese. This situation makes these ethnic learners not only 
have strong instrumental motivation but also strong integrative motivation.  
      Item 32 “I would like to have Chinese friends” is especially related to 
integrative motivation. Eighty-one percent of the subjects agreed with the 
statement, a much higher rate than for American students learning German 
(42%), French (48% to 53%) Spanish (46%) and Japanese (69%) (Horwitz, 1988; 
Kern, 1995 and Oh, 1996). This rate is also contrary to those of EFL students, 
who show a higher rate of disagreement (38% to 80%) (Yang, 1992; Park, 1995, 





learning Chinese in this study have a much stronger integrative motivation than 
American students studying other foreign languages or EFL students. Since study 
abroad programs provide much better opportunities for students to have target 
language friends and learn about the culture, the strong integrative motivation 
might be one of the main reasons the students decided to go abroad to study. It 
is also interesting to note that Group A and Group B have a much stronger 
desire to have Chinese friends than Group C (82.9% and 90.0% versus 70.2%). 
The reason might again be ethnic backgrounds. Because the subjects in Group C 
come from Chinese background families and grew up in Chinese environments, 
it is not so important for them to make new Chinese friends, since they already 
have Chinese families, relatives and family friends. 
 
                     Descriptive Analysis of the BALLI Plus  
 
In this study, 12 additional BALLI items were designed to explore the 
subjects’ specific beliefs about learning Chinese and learning Chinese in China. 
Items 35 to 40 were designed to examine the subjects’ perspectives on several 
controversial areas of learning Chinese and Items 41 to 46 probed students’ 
specific views and evaluations of studying Chinese in China, especially compared 
with their previous language studies in the U.S.  
 
Perspectives on Learning Chinese 
 
      Because of the unique characteristics of the Chinese language system as 
well as for historic reasons, some areas of Chinese learning and teaching are very 
controversial, especially with respect to pronunciation and Chinese characters. 
For example, should or should not students use the Pinyin pronunciation system 
be used and if so, for how long; when and how many Chinese characters should 





both; and whether it is necessary to emphasize recognizing and writing Chinese 
characters.  
Eighty percent of the subjects in this study endorsed Item 35 “I want to 
learn to write Chinese well” and the percentages for Group A, Group B and 
 
Table 5.19 Perspectives on Learning Chinese 
Item Group  1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 
B35 Non-Asian 56.6% 25.0% 7.9% 6.6% 3.9% 1.76 1.11 
  Non-Chinese Asian 55.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0%   1.90 1.17 
  Chinese-background 54.1% 32.4% 8.1% 5.4%   1.65 .86 
Total   55.6% 25.6% 9.0% 7.5% 2.3% 1.75 1.05 
B36 Non-Asian 17.1% 27.6% 27.6% 23.7% 3.9% 2.70 1.13 
  Non-Chinese Asian   60.0% 35.0% 5.0%   2.45 .60 
  Chinese-background 13.5% 18.9% 51.4% 8.1% 8.1% 2.78 1.06 
Total   13.5% 30.1% 35.3% 16.5% 4.5% 2.68 1.05 
B37 Non-Asian 47.4% 27.6% 14.5% 6.6% 3.9% 1.92 1.12 
  Non-Chinese Asian 45.0% 40.0% 10.0% 5.0%   1.75 .85 
  Chinese-background 29.7% 51.4% 16.2% 2.7%   1.92 .76 
Total   42.1% 36.1% 14.3% 5.3% 2.3% 1.89 .99 
B38 Non-Asian 13.2% 28.9% 23.7% 25.0% 9.2% 2.88 1.20 
  Non-Chinese Asian 15.0% 40.0% 15.0% 30.0%   2.60 1.10 
  Chinese-background 8.1% 45.9% 10.8% 27.0% 8.1% 2.81 1.17 
Total   12.0% 35.3% 18.8% 26.3% 7.5% 2.82 1.17 
B39 Non-Asian 27.6% 25.0% 22.4% 22.4% 2.6% 2.47 1.19 
  Non-Chinese Asian 15.0% 10.0% 55.0% 15.0% 5.0% 2.85 1.04 
  Chinese-background 29.7% 35.1% 8.1% 27.0%   2.32 1.18 
Total   26.3% 25.6% 23.3% 22.6% 2.3% 2.49 1.17 
B40 Non-Asian 2.6% 11.8% 19.7% 53.9% 11.8% 3.61 .94 
  Non-Chinese Asian 5.0% 20.0%   75.0%   3.45 1.00 
  Chinese-background   27.0% 18.9% 45.9% 8.1% 3.35 .98 
Total   2.3% 17.3% 16.5% 54.9% 9.0% 3.51 .96 
 
Group C were 81.6%, 70.0% and 86.5% respectively. Most students (55.6%) 
strongly agreed with the statement, with 56% for Group A versus 55.0% for 





the three groups contrasts with the popular view among American Chinese 
language teachers that most students, especially Non-Asian students, only want to 
learn to listen to and to speak Chinese. However, the contrasting beliefs between 
the subjects and American Chinese language teachers here do not prove that the 
American teachers are wrong. It actually shows that the beliefs about writing 
Chinese of the American students studying Chinese in China are different from 
those students learning Chinese in the U.S., especially Non-Asian background 
students. Their strong wills to write Chinese well likely result not only from their 
strong motivations, especially integrative motivation, but also because they enjoy 
foreign language learning and believe that they are good language learners. (Please 
refer to the discussion of motivation in this section and the Descriptive Statistics 
and Analysis of the Background Variables sections). 
      Items 36 and 37 concern how to deal with Roman letters (Pinyin) and 
Chinese characters at the beginning of Chinese learning. Forty-four percent of 
the subjects agreed with Item 36 “Students should start with Roman letters 
(Pinyin) when they begin to learn Chinese.” Interestingly, Group B has a much 
higher rate of agreement (60%) than Group A (44.7%) and Group C (31.4%). 
The reason that Group B emphasizes Roman letters (Pinyin) likely results from 
their ethnic language background. Compared with Group A, Group B’s ethnic 
language background makes it easier to understand Chinese culture and the 
Chinese writing system, especially Chinese characters. However, the 
pronunciation system of Chinese is completely different from that of their ethnic 
languages especially because their ethnic languages do not have tones. Therefore, 
they prefer learning Pinyin and characters at the same time during the beginning 
stage of language learning (The following description of Items 38 and 39 that 
dealt with opinions about the difficult aspects of learning Chinese further 
supports this view). The beliefs about Item 36 in Group A are actually mixed 





of agreement than the other groups. This mixed picture is probably related to 
their own complicated goals and motivations towards learning Chinese.       
      Contrary to Item 36, the subjects overwhelmingly endorsed Item 37 
“Chinese characters should be introduced as early as possible” (78.2%). Among 
the three groups, once again, Group B has the highest rate of agreement, with 
85.0% versus 75.0% for Group A and 81.1% for Group C. Group B has a higher 
agreement rate on both Items 36 and 37 which shows that they prefer starting 
with Roman letters and introducing Chinese characters early. As explained above, 
because of their ethnic language background, Chinese writing system, especially 
Chinese characters, is not difficult for them to learn, so they prefer to learn 
Roman letters and Chinese characters at the same time. Very interestingly, 
agreement with Item 37 in Group A is even higher than that in Group C. It is 
also opposite to a prevailing phenomenon among students learning Chinese with 
the same Non-Asian background in the U.S. Most of these students in the U.S., 
including students with Chinese backgrounds who start to learn Chinese when 
growing up, usually want to put off learning Chinese characters and some of 
them even want to avoid Chinese characters entirely (Wang, 1989; Norman, 
1996; Pease, 1996). The contrasting attitudes to Chinese characters between 
Group A and the students learning Chinese with the same background in the U.S 
shows that the subjects in Group A probably are more serious Chinese learners 
with stronger motivation, especially integrative motivation, and clear goals for 
learning Chinese. Their strong beliefs about introducing Chinese characters early 
might also result from their different learning environment. When Chinese is 
taught in the U.S., the characters are usually postponed for a period of time. 
Chinese characters in textbooks and teaching materials are usually paired with 
Pinyin for a long time. Some textbooks and Chinese classes designed for Non-
Asian background students never show Chinese characters. When coming to 
China to learn Chinese, students suddenly find that Chinese characters without 





blind people even if they master spoken Chinese. This reality makes them 
become strongly aware of the necessity and usefulness of Chinese characters. 
Emphasizing learning characters, reading and writing from the beginning in their 
classes in China and Chinese traditional teaching methods further enforce this 
awareness. 
It is controversial among the subjects as to which part of Chinese 
learning is the most difficult. Seventy-seven percent chose pronunciation, and 
fifty-two percent chose Chinese characters. Group B shows an obvious 
difference from the other two groups again. Group B has the highest rate of 
endorsing pronunciation, with 55% versus 42.1% of Group A and 53.0% of 
Group C and also the lowest rate of endorsing Chinese characters, with 25% 
versus 52.6% of Group A and 64.8% of Group C. The relatively higher rate of 
endorsing pronunciation and the incredibly low rate of endorsing Chinese 
characters show clearly that Chinese characters are not difficult for them, 
especially compared with the other two groups and pronunciation. Again their 
ethnic language background seems to have played a role in this result. Please see 
the discussion of Items 35, 36 and 37 about Group B.  
      Interestingly, for Item 38, Group A has the closest rate of agreement and 
disagreement (42.1% versus 34.2%) and the highest rate of neutrality (23.7%) 
among the three groups. Thus, Group A has a different and more mixed opinion 
about the difficulty of pronunciation, compared with the other two groups. 
Group C’s choices about Items 38 and 39 seem confusing, because there is a 
more than fifty percent endorsement of both items (53% and 64.8% 
respectively). It is obvious that some students in Group C had difficulty deciding 
which was most difficult part of learning Chinese and chose both. 
      There is a high overall rate of disagreement (63.9) with Item 40 (“I believe 
that if I can recognize the meaning of the Chinese characters, it is not                       
important to be able to write the Chinese characters”). Group B displays a much 





Writing Chinese characters is much more difficult and time consuming than 
recognizing Chinese characters. In fact, Chinese children usually spend several 
years in elementary schools learning how to write Chinese characters correctly 
and clearly. That is why recognizing Chinese characters, not writing Chinese 
characters, becomes the main goal in many Chinese classes in the U.S. The very 
high rate of disagreement with this item and the very high rate of agreement with 
Item 35 (“ I want to learn to write Chinese well”) shows that the American 
students studying Chinese in China highly value the importance of writing 
Chinese characters and have a strong desire to master Chinese writing. Their 
opinion and desire likely reflects their strong motivation to learn Chinese.  
 
Views and Evaluations about Learning Chinese in China 
 
      Items 41 and 44 were used to probe the students’ general views about 
studying Chinese abroad. Items 42, 43, 45 and 46 explore the subjects’ specific 
views and evaluations about learning Chinese in China, compared with their 
Chinese learning experiences in the U.S., with respect to Chinese teaching 
methods, Chinese classes, Chinese programs and Chinese teachers. 
      Seventy-two percent of the subjects in this study endorsed Item 41 (“I 
believe that if I want to learn Chinese well I must study Chinese aboard”). It 
shows that the subjects strongly support the importance of going to China to 
study Chinese. They highly value the opportunity of learning Chinese in China. 
However, there is a big difference of agreement, especially strong agreement 
among the three groups. Group A has a much higher rate of endorsement than 
Group B and Group C (85.6% versus 60.0% and 51.3%). It is especially worth 
noting that Group A’s strong agreement rate (47%) is over double that of Group 
C (21.6%) and over triple that of Group B (10.0%). Learning Chinese in China is 
likely much more important for Group A, because they get a much better socio-





and Group C, especially Group C, the socio-cultural context and learning 
environment in China are not so much different from the situation they have in 
the U.S., since they have a much better socio-cultural context and learning 
environment in the home and community than Group A. 
 
Table 5.20 Views and Evaluation of Learning Chinese in China 
Item Group 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 
B41 Non-Asian 47.4% 38.2% 10.5% 1.3% 2.6% 1.74 .90 
  Non-Chinese Asian 10.0% 50.0% 20.0% 10.0% 10.0% 2.60 1.14 
  Chinese-background 21.6% 29.7% 27.0% 21.6%   2.49 1.07 
Total   34.6% 37.6% 16.5% 8.3% 3.0% 2.08 1.06 
B42 Non-Asian 15.8% 22.4% 35.5% 22.4% 3.9% 2.76 1.09 
  Non-Chinese Asian 15.0% 25.0% 35.0% 15.0% 10.0% 2.80 1.20 
  Chinese-background 2.7% 8.1% 70.3% 18.9%   3.05 .62 
Total   12.0% 18.8% 45.1% 20.3% 3.8% 2.85 1.00 
B43 Non-Asian 14.5% 25.0% 35.5% 19.7% 5.3% 2.76 1.09 
  Non-Chinese Asian 10.0% 35.0% 50.0% 5.0%   2.50 .76 
  Chinese-background 5.4% 27.0% 51.4% 16.2%   2.78 .79 
Total   11.3% 27.1% 42.1% 16.5% 3.0% 2.73 .97 
B44 Non-Asian 39.5% 26.3% 23.7% 7.9% 2.6% 2.08 1.09 
  Non-Chinese Asian 30.0% 35.0% 30.0% 5.0%   2.10 .91 
  Chinese-background 13.5% 37.8% 43.2% 5.4%   2.41 .80 
Total   30.8% 30.8% 30.1% 6.8% 1.5% 2.17 1.00 
B45 Non-Asian 19.7% 51.3% 21.1% 7.9% 100.0% 2.17 .84 
  Non-Chinese Asian 35.0% 30.0% 35.0%   100.0% 2.00 .86 
  Chinese-background 8.1% 64.9% 21.6% 5.4% 100.0% 2.24 .68 
Total   18.8% 51.9% 23.3% 6.0% 100.0% 2.17 .80 
B46 Non-Asian 5.3% 10.5% 60.5% 22.4% 1.3% 3.04 .77 
  Non-Chinese Asian 20.0% 15.0% 55.0% 5.0% 5.0% 2.60 1.05 
  Chinese-background   5.4% 89.2% 5.4%   3.00 .33 
Total   6.0% 9.8% 67.7% 15.0% 1.5% 2.96 .74 
 
 
      The big difference in strong agreement among the three groups for Item 





motivation. There is a positive relationship between interest in Chinese culture 
and endorsement of Item 41. For the question “Why do you want to learn 
Chinese,” 30.3% of Group A chose “Interest in culture” as their number 1 
reason to learn Chinese on the list of 8 factors, compared with no one in Group 
B or Group C. The rates for choosing “Interest in culture” as the number 2 
reason in Group A, Group B and Group C were 32.9%, 0% and 18.9% 
respectively.  The joint rate of choosing “Interest in culture” as one reason to 
learn Chinese in Group A (82.9%) and Group C (83.7%) is much higher than 
that in group B (35%). Although the total choosing “Interest in culture” is close 
between Group A and Group C, its rank shows a big difference. 63.2% chose it 
as the number 1 (30.3%) or number 2 (32.9%) factors in Group A versus 18.9% 
for the number 2 factor in Group C (Please see Tables 5.1 and 5.2 Motivation 
towards Learning Chinese (1) and (2)).  The lowest interest in Chinese culture 
from Group B likely resulted in the lowest rate of endorsement of the 
importance and necessarily of studying Chinese abroad. A much higher rank of 
“Interest in culture” in Group A than in Group C makes Group A give a much 
higher strong endorsement with Item 41 than that of Group C. The total similar 
rate of “Interested in culture” between Group A and Group C also makes their 
agreement rate with item 41 similar. 
      For Item 44, which compared Chinese language class in China with 
learning Chinese in Chinese society, 61.6% of the subjects favored Chinese 
society and believed that learning Chinese in Chinese society was important and 
useful. If the choice of neutrality is added, the percentage becomes 91.7%. It is 
obvious that the subjects in this study value learning Chinese in Chinese society 
much more than learning Chinese in Chinese language class in China. Therefore, 
it is more likely that the target language society not the target language class 
attracted the subjects to study abroad among the three groups.  
      For Item 42 “The methods of Chinese language teaching are more 





five percent of the subjects chose neutrality, 30.8% favored the methods in China 
and 24.1% favored the methods in the U.S. The choices among the three groups 
also display a quite mixed picture. Group C has the highest rate of neutrality 
(70.3%) and the lowest rate of both agreement (10.8%) and disagreement 
(18.9%). Group C is also the only group where the rate of disagreement is higher 
than the agreement. Unlike Group C, the choices of agreement, neutrality and 
disagreement are quite close in Group A (38.2%, 35.5% and 24.3%) and Group 
B (40.0%, 35.0% and 30%). The high rate of neutrality and the close rate of 
agreement and disagreement with Item 42 in the three groups might explain that 
the subjects have quite different opinions on the effectiveness of Chinese 
teaching methods, based on their personal backgrounds and previous foreign 
language experiences. The very high rates of neutrality and disagreement in 
Group C might result from their personal learning experiences in local Chinese 
classes in the U.S., where the Chinese programs and teaching methods are 
specially designed for Chinese background students. 
      There is also a high rate of neutrality (42.1%) with Item 43 “Instruction of 
Chinese language class in China is more interesting than in the U.S.” However, 
the rate of agreement is much higher than disagreement (38.4% versus 19.0%). 
Group B has the highest rate of agreement (45%) and the lowest rate of 
disagreement (5.0%). 
      The evaluation of the study abroad programs by the subjects is positive. 
Sixty-two percent of the subjects endorsed the statement “Overall, my Chinese 
language study program in China is excellent.” Although the rate of endorsement 
is relatively close among Group A, Group B and Group C (71.0%, 65% and 
73.0%), the rate of strong agreement shows a big difference. Group B has the 
highest rate of strong agreement (35%) and Group C has the lowest (8.1%), with 
Group A in the middle (19.7%). The difference of strong agreement here is very 
interesting, because the opinions of the subjects actually reflect the real situation 





China, an overwhelming majority of students (more than 80%) come from Japan, 
Korea and Southeast Asian countries. The study abroad programs in China are 
primarily designed for them. There have been a few Chinese programs for 
Chinese background students in China; however, they were designed for Chinese 
background students from Southeast Asian countries. Although some study 
abroad programs for American students are designed for English speakers, the 
teachers, instruction methods and even instructional materials are almost the 
same as for the Chinese programs for Japanese and Korean students. Therefore, 
it is not hard to understand why Group B has a much approval rate of their 
programs, since the programs are more suitable to their backgrounds and 
situations. In contrast, the special needs of Chinese background students have 
not received much attention in the Chinese programs in China. 
      The situation is similar with respect to the evaluation of the Chinese 
language teachers in China. Group B once again express much more favor for 
Chinese language teachers in China than the other two groups. Group B has a 
much higher rate of both the total endorsement (35.0%) and strong endorsement 
(20.0%) than that of Group A (10.3% and 5.3%) or Group C (0.0% and 5.4%). 
However, generally speaking, the subjects evaluate the Chinese programs higher 
than they evaluate the Chinese language teachers in China (23.3% of neutrality 
and 70.7% positive versus 67.7% of neutrality and 15.8% of positive). Group C 
has the highest rate of neutrality for Item 46 (89.9% versus 60.5% of Group B 
and 55.0% of Group C) with exactly the same rate of both strong agreement and 
agreement and strong disagreement and disagreement (0.0% and 5.4%). 
Interestingly, Group A has the highest rate of disagreement (23.7%), which is 
even higher than agreement (15.8%). The main reason for Group A to favor 
Chinese language teachers in the U.S. might result from those teachers’ better 
English proficiency, more awareness of American culture and more flexible and 





                
                  Descriptive Analysis of FLCAS 
 
      The FLCAS was designed to measure the anxiety levels of foreign 
language learners in the foreign language classroom. Scores on the FLCAS can 
range from 33 to 165, with higher scores expressing higher levels of anxiety. The 
FLCAS was used in this study to measure the foreign language anxiety levels of 
the American college students learning Chinese in China. The results obtained 
from the FLCAS are described and the mean scores for several subgroups  are 
compared in this section. 
     
The FLCAS Scores of the Three Ethnic Groups 
 
      Table 5.21 shows that the mean score on the FLCAS for the three ethnic 
groups was 110.21, and the range was 58 to 145. The standard deviation was 
14.29. The total FLCAS mean score  for Group A was 110.05, and the range was 
58 to 142, with a standard deviation of 14.78; and for Group B was 111.05, 
ranging from 89 to134, with a standard deviation of 13.94; and for Group C was 
110.02, ranging from 59 to 145, with a standard deviation of 13.81. Group B has 
a little slightly higher score than Group A and Group C, however, the mean 
scores are quite close. The results of an ANOVA (Table 5.22) and Post Hoc  
 
Table 5.21 Descriptive Statistics of FLCAS Scores by Ethnic Groups 
  N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
Non-Asian 76 110.0526 14.77646 1.69498 58.00 142.00 
Non-Chinese Asian 20 111.1500 13.93698 3.11640 89.00 134.00 
Chinese-background 37 110.0270 13.81120 2.27055 89.00 145.00 






Table 5.22 ANOVA of FLCAS Scores by Ethnic Groups 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 20.793 2 10.396 .050 .951 
Within Groups 26933.312 130 207.179     
Total 26954.105 132       
 
Table 5.23 Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons of FLCAS Scores by Ethnic 
Groups 
Tukey HSD  
 
 (I) Group  (J) Group Mean Diff.  
(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 
1  Non-Asian 2  Non-Chinese Asian -1.0974 3.61732 .951 
  3  Chinese-background .0256 2.88539 1.000 
2  Non-Chinese Asian 1  Non-Asian 1.0974 3.61732 .951 
  3  Chinese-background 1.1230 3.99480 .957 
3  Chinese-background 1  Non-Asian -.0256 2.88539 1.000 
  2  Non-Chinese Asian -1.1230 3.99480 .957 
 
Multiple Comparisons (Table 5.23) show that there are no significant differences 
in the mean scores among the three ethnic groups. 
      It is worth noting that although the total mean anxiety scores among the 
three ethnic groups indicate that the anxiety levels the three groups experienced 
in China are almost the same, the sources of anxiety for them are likely different. 
American culture and their foreign language learning experiences in the U.S. likely 
make Group A less anxious than the other two groups, though the completely 
different ethnic language and culture in China could make them more anxious 
than the other two. The characteristics of East Asian culture, such as shyness, 
inwardness (Hinenoya & Gatbonton, 2000), “other orientation” and restrictive 
and controlling child-rearing practice (Chang, 1997) make it easier for Groups B 
and C to become anxious than Group A, though their same or similar ethnic 





China than Group A. This phenomenon shows that the influence of ethnic 
backgrounds and the special situation of learning Chinese in China make the 
three groups have almost the same level of anxiety, though the influences are 
different for the different groups. 
      When compared with previous studies using the FLCAS, the mean score 
in this study is the highest. Horwitz (1986) reported a mean score of 94.5 with a 
standard deviation of 21.4 in her study of American students learning Spanish, 
while Aida’s study (1994) on American students learning Japanese showed a mean 
score of 96.7 with a standard deviation of 22.1. In Oh’s study (1996) on American 
students learning Japanese, the mean scores of the first year and second year 
Japanese language students were 93.32 with a standard deviation of 18.77 and 
94.8 with a standard deviation of 23.73 respectively. The two studies on EFL 
students in East Asian countries demonstrated relatively higher mean scores. 
Truitt’s study (1997) in Korea reported a mean score of 101.2 with a standard 
deviation of 23.37 and Yan’s study (1998) in China showed a mean score of 
103.97 with a standard deviation of 17.26. The higher mean score in this study 
than in all other studies likely indicates that American students learning Chinese 
in China experience higher levels of anxiety than American students learning 
foreign languages in the U.S. or EFL students in their own countries. The higher 
mean scores in this study as well as in the two EFL studies in East Asian 
countries suggest that the ethnic languages and cultures of the students as well as 
the countries where they study might play an important role in anxiety. 
 
The FLCAS Scores of Subgroups by Ages, Gender and Educational 
Background      
        
      As can be seen in Table 5.24, the mean anxiety score among the three age 





increases. However, the result of ANOVA shows that these differences are not 
significant.  
      Table 5.24 indicates that female students have a much higher FLCAS 
score than males. The result of a T-test reveals that there is a significant 
difference between the two groups: t=88.94, p< .001.  
 
Table 5.24 Descriptive Statistics of FLCAS Scores by Age and Gender 
 N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error  Minimum Maximum 
Age              16-18 19 106.5789 10.4526 2.3980 89.00 122.00 
                    19-24 99 110.4141 13.9642 1.4035 58.00 145.00 
                    25-39 15 113.4667 19.7552 5.1008 78.00 142.00 
Gender        Female 80 113.1375 89.00 142.00 
                    Male  53 105.7925 
11.5712            1,2937 
16.7887            2,3061 58.00 145.00 
 
 
Table 5.25 T-test of FLCAS Scores by Gender 
 























      Table 5.26 shows that the mean anxiety score among the different 
education levels consistently decreases as the education level increases, though 
again the results of the ANOVA shows no significant differences. 
      As Table 5.26 shows, there are some important differences among the 
mean scores for some majors. Students with an undecided major have the lowest 
mean score for anxiety (98.60), while students with an education major have the 
highest mean score (118.25). The mean scores of majors in Economics 





while the mean scores of majors in Science, Social Science, Humanities and 
Medical Science are relatively high (111.58 to115.89). 
 
Table 5.26 Descriptive Statistics of FLCAS Scores by Educational Levels 
and Majors 
Education N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Minimum Maximum
Freshman-Sophomore 42 111.0714 9.9594 1.5368 87.00 134.00 
Junior-Senior 59 110.0678 15.1690 1.9748 58.00 145.00 
Graduate 22 108.8182 17.0898 3.6436 78.00 137.00 
Other 10 110.5000 19.2426 6.0850 89.00 142.00 
Total 133 110.2105 14.2898 1.2391 58.00 145.00 
Major or specialty       
Chinese 7 107.8571 16.3343 6.1738 87.00 124.00 
Humanities 27 114.6296 15.5245 2.9877 58.00 142.00 
Social Science 15 114.4000 9.5603 2.4685 91.00 133.00 
Medical Science 9 115.8889 13.1096 4.3699 101.00 145.00 
Education 4 118.2500 12.5000 6.2500 112.00 137.00 
Science 19 111.5789 13.6883 3.1403 78.00 134.00 
East Asian Studies 26 106.5385 15.3212 3.0047 58.00 130.00 
Economics, Business 19 103.3158 12.9703 2.9756 89.00 133.00 
Undecided 5 98.6000 8.7636 3.9192 89.00 105.00 
Total 131 110.1374 14.3868 1.2570 58.00 145.00 
 
 
The FLCAS Scores of Subgroups by Chinese Language Learning 
Experience 
  
Table 5.27 shows that the mean anxiety scores consistently increase 
among the four groups as the age of starting to learn Chinese increases. The 
mean FLCAS scores among the subgroups based on years of learning Chinese 






The ANOVA tests show no significant differences in the anxiety levels 
among the subgroups based on the ages of staring to learn Chinese, the years of 
learning Chinese and the time of studying Chinese outside of class.  
 
Table 5.27 Descriptive Statistics of FLCAS Scores by Chinese Language 
Learning Experience 
Age to learn Chinese N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Minimum Maximu
m 
Group1 (1-13) 15 106.6667 12.7373 3.2887 89.00 133.00 
Group 2 (14-18) 54 109.6111 12.7345 1.7329 58.00 134.00 
Group 3 (19-24) 57 110.6491 15.4012 2.0399 58.00 145.00 
Group 4 (25-39) 6 120.3333 19.8561 8.1062 94.00 142.00 
Years of learning Chinese       
Less than one year 40 112.3750 15.2074 2.4045 87.00 145.00 
One or two years 58 108.9310 14.9101 1.9578 58.00 130.00 
Three or four years 19 110.4737 13.1756 3.0227 89.00 137.00 
More than five years 15 109.0667 11.4484 2.9560 89.00 123.00 
Study outside of class       
Less than 5 hours 20 107.5500 12.6428 2.8270 89.00 145.00 
5 to 10 hours 52 109.5000 16.1846 2.2444 58.00 137.00 
11 to 15 hours 36 113.7778 8.3977 1.3996 94.00 126.00 
16 to 20 hours 15 109.5333 16.3658 4.2256 87.00 142.00 
More than 20 hours 10 107.4000 20.0787 6.3495 58.00 122.00 
       
   
The FLCAS Scores of Subgroups by Other Foreign Language Learning 
Experience 
 
      It is surprising to see as expressed in Table 5.28 that the mean anxiety 
scores consistently decrease among the three age groups (1-10, 11-18, and 19 up) 
as the age of starting to learn other foreign languages increases, although the 
results of the ANOVA show no significant differences. Comparing the scores of 





those who had studied one other foreign language have a higher mean anxiety 
score than those who had not studied any other foreign languages, but a lower 
mean score than those who had studied two and more other foreign languages. 
Again, the ANOVA tests show no significant differences in anxiety levels among 
the subgroups based on learning other foreign languages.  
 
Table 5.28 Descriptive Statistics of FLCAS Scores by Other Foreign 
Language Learning Experience 
Age to start learning
other languages 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error of Minimum 
Mean 
Maximum 
Group 1 (1-10) 19 113.7895 9.9643 2.2860 101.00 134.00 
Group 2 (11-18) 61 110.8033 14.7375 1.8869 58.00 145.00 
Group 3 (19 up) 31 107.3871 15.3160 2.7508 78.00 133.00 
Other languages         
No 18 108.4444 16.1545 3.8076 58.00 125.00 
One 85 111.0588 13.7973 1.4965 58.00 145.00 
Two and more 30 108.8667 14.8039 2.7028 78.00 137.00 
Languages studied       
French 42 108.3571 14.9908 2.3131 78.00 142.00 
German 12 106.3333 22.3295 6.4460 58.00 137.00 
Latin 3 116.3333 8.0829 4.6667 107.00 121.00 
Spanish 50 112.7600 10.2032 1.4429 89.00 145.00 
Japanese 4 106.5000 21.7945 10.8972 89.00 134.00 
Korean 2 121.0000 .0000 .0000 121.00 121.00 
Other languages 2 112.0000 7.0711 5.0000 107.00 117.00 
 
 
      Among the subgroups based on other foreign languages studied, the 
Korean group has the highest mean score (121.00), while both the German and 
the Japanese groups have the lowest mean scores (106.33 and 106.50). The mean 







The FLCAS Scores of Subgroups by Goals for Learning Chinese and 
Enjoyment of Chinese Learning 
       
      Table 5.29 shows that the students whose goal for learning Chinese was 
to become fluent in speaking, listening, reading and writing have lower mean 
anxiety scores than those students who wanted to become fluent in speaking and 
listening only (109.00 versus 112.56). The reason for this difference might be the 
former subgroup is more confident in their Chinese learning and that is why they 
choose a much more difficult and higher goal. Table 5.29 also shows that 
students who enjoyed learning Chinese have lower mean scores than those 
students who did not (109.85 versus 113.08). However, the ANOVA for Goals 
for Learning Chinese and the T-test for Enjoyment of Chinese Learning showed 
no significant differences. 
  
Table 5.29 Descriptive Statistics of FLCAS Scores by Goals for Learning 
Chinese and Enjoyment of Chinese Learning 
Goals of learning Chinese N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error Minimum 
of Mean 
Maximum
Reading and writing 1 109.0000 . . 109.00 109.00 
Speaking and listening 30 112.5667 16.5814 3.0273 78.00 145.00 
Both 102 109.5294 13.6307 1.3496 58.00 137.00 























The FLCAS Scores of Subgroups by Self-Perspectives on Language 
Learning and Chinese Proficiency  
 
Interestingly, the mean anxiety score consistently increases among the 





perceived levels of Chinese proficiency (Table 5.30). The “Excellent” subgroup 
has the highest level of anxiety while the “Poor” subgroup has the lowest level of 
anxiety. The result of the one-way ANOVA test shows that a significant 
difference exists among the “Excellent”, “Good” “Fair”, and “Poor” subgroups 
(F=7.443, p< .001). Tukey’s HSD indicates that the anxiety level in the 
“Excellent” subgroup is significantly higher than that in the “Fair” and “Poor” 
subgroups (p< .05 and p< .001), while the anxiety level in the “Good” subgroup 
is significantly higher than that in the “Fair” and “Poor” subgroups (p< .05 and 
p< .05) and the anxiety level in the “Fair” subgroup is significantly higher than 
that in the “Poor” subgroup (p< .05) (Tables 5.31 and 5.32).   
The phenomena that anxiety levels increase as self-perceptions of 
Chinese proficiency level increase seems contrary to the findings of several 
studies regarding to self-perceived language proficiency and anxiety levels 
(Gardner et al., 1984; Foss & Reitzel, 1988; Pintrich & Degroot, 1990, Kondo, 
1999). These studies indicated that low levels of self-perceived language 
proficiency and lack of self-confidence increase anxiety levels. The opposite 
finding in this study might result from the subjects’ over-optimism and strong 
self-confidence with respect to their perceived Chinese proficiency. For the 
question “How do you rate your overall proficiency in Chinese language as 
compared with the proficiency of other students in your class?,” fully 64% of the 
subjects answered with “Excellent” or “Good.” Only 6.0% of the subjects chose 
“Poor” (Please see Table #). The subjects’ answers obviously show that they have 
extremely optimistic views about their Chinese language proficiency. Group A 
shows more optimism and self-confidence on self-perceived Chinese proficiency 
than Group B and Group C (18% “Excellent” answers versus 5.0% for Group B 
and none in Group C). Perhaps extremely over-optimistic self-perceptions of 
language proficiency increase the anxiety level of the subjects in this study since 





None of the subjects chose “Excellent” to the question “How do you 
rate your overall proficiency in Chinese language as compared with the 
proficiency of native speakers of Chinese”. Among the three subgroups based on 
their answers, the “Good” subgroup has the lowest level of anxiety and the 
“Fair” subgroup has the highest level of the anxiety, while the “Poor” subgroup is 
in the middle. However, the ANOVA shows no significant differences among 
the three subgroups.  
       
Table 5.30 Descriptive Statistics of FLCAS Scores by Self-Perspectives on 
Chinese Proficiency  
 N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error Minimum 
of Mean 
Maximum
Proficiency in the class       
Excellent 15 120.1333 12.1177 3.1288 105.00 142.00 
Good 71 110.4930 14.5060 1.7215 58.00 145.00 
Fair 39 109.4872 10.9853 1.7591 89.00 134.00 
Poor 8 92.6250 15.1463 5.3550 58.00 104.00 
Proficiency with natives       
Good 7 104.2857 14.5569 5.5020 89.00 125.00 
Fair 35 114.3143 9.3958 1.5882 89.00 137.00 
Poor 91 109.0879 15.5389 1.6289 58.00 145.00 
 
 
Table 5.31 ANOVA of FLCAS Scores by Self-Perspectives on Chinese 
Proficiency  





Between Groups 3977.007 3 1325.669 7.443 .000 
Within Groups 22977.098 129 178.117     
Chinese proficiency  
in the class  
Total 26954.105 132       
Between Groups 949.837 2 474.919 2.374 .097 
Within Groups 26004.268 130 200.033     
Chinese proficiency 
compared with natives  











Table 5.32 Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons of FLCAS Scores by Self-




(I) Group (J) Group Mean 




Excellent Good 9.6404 3.7925 .054 
  Fair 10.6462* 4.0548 .043 
  Poor 27.5083* 5.8429 .000 
Chinese proficiency  
in the class 
Good Excellent -9.6404 3.7925 .054 
   Fair 1.0058 2.6600 .982 
   Poor 17.8680* 4.9773 .002 
 Fair Excellent -10.6462* 4.0548 .043 
   Good -1.0058 2.6600 .982 
   Poor 16.8622* 5.1799 .006 
 Poor Excellent -27.5083* 5.8429 .000 
   Good -17.8680* 4.9773 .002 
   Fair -16.8622* 5.1799 .006 
Good Fair -10.0286 5.8559 .200 
  Poor -4.8022 5.5475 .662 
Fair Good 10.0286 5.8559 .200 
  Poor 5.2264 2.8131 .151 
Chinese proficiency 
compared with natives 
Poor Good 4.8022 5.5475 .662 
   Fair -5.2264 2.8131 .151 
 
 
                       Factor Analysis of the BALLI  
 
      The BALLI’s five areas (the Difficulty of Language Learning, Foreign 
Language Aptitude, the Nature of Language, Learning and Communication 





analysis (Horwitz, 1987). In order to explore the internal structure and produce 
statistical meaningful categories of the BALLI and thus to better understand the 
beliefs of the participants about language learning and learning Chinese in China, 
a factor analysis (principle components analysis) of the BALLI items was 
preformed. In this way, the present results can be compared more easily with the 
results of other belief studies. The thirty-four items of the BALLI went though 
correlation matrix, factor extraction, and rotation procedures. The factor analysis 
was used to extract the factors, which was followed by oblique (promax) rotation.  
Scree test and the eigenvalues of greater than 1.0 were used for extracting the 
factors. A discussion of the similarities and differences of the factors from this 
study and from other studies follows. 
 
Factor Analysis of the BALLI as A Whole Group 
 
           Based on the principle component analysis, fourteen factors with 
eigenvalues of one were obtained. A Scree plot procedure was used to select 
factors that significantly represented the total variance. The Scree test indicated 
five factors representing the data most appropriately. 
 
Factor 1: Motivat on and Aptitude in Learning Foreign Language i
 
     Twelve items loaded above .40 constitute Factor 1. The unusually large 
number of items with highly loaded numbers and the relatively concentrated and 
meaningful contents make Factor 1 a strong factor. Items 31, 29, 24, 32 and 12 
are specific about the motivation to learn Chinese. The five items are well related 
to each other, including both instrumental and integrative motivations towards 
learning Chinese and studying Chinese in China. Items 29 and 12 express the 





factor also includes Item 24 “I would like to learn Chinese so that I can get to 
know Chinese people better” and Item 32 “I would like to have Chinese friends”.  
These items manifest integrative motivation for speaking Chinese well. Item 29 
“If I learn Chinese very well, I will have better opportunities for a good job” 
obviously explains the instrumental motivation are also included in this factor. 
 
Table 5.33 Factor 1: Motivation and Aptitude in Learning Foreign 
Language 
Item                                                                                Loading       Mean     SD 
3.  Some languages are easier to learn than others.        .755           1.66       .89 
31. I want to learn to speak Chinese well.                        .753           1.30       .79 
18. It is important to repeat and practice a lot.                .751           1.68       .83 
27. Learning a foreign language is different                    .718           1.89       .91 
      than learning other academic subjects 
1.  It is easier for children than adults to learn a             .678           1.56       .95 
     foreign language. 
2.  Some people have a special ability for learning         .677           1.83       .92 
     foreign languages. 
29.  If I learn Chinese very well, I will have better          .663           1.97       .98 
     opportunities for a good job. 
12. It is best to learn Chinese in an Chinese                    .662           1.72      .93 
      speaking country. 
24. I would like to learn Chinese so that I can                .580           12.15     .84 
      get to know Chinese people better. 
32.  I would like to have Chinese friends.                        .566           1.79      .89 
9.  You shouldn't say anything in Chinese until             -.529          4.09     1.06 
     you can say it correctly 
10. It is easier for someone who already speaks              .434           2.48     1.00 






      Items 2, 3 and 10 directly concern foreign language aptitude. They address 
the aptitude of children and adults, the special ability some people have and the 
experience of other foreign language learning. Items 3 and 27 respectively belong 
to the Difficulty of Language Learning and the Nature of Language Learning 
categories. However, these two items can also be regarded as related to the other 
three aptitude items, because they discuss the differences between children and 
adults in learning foreign languages, special abilities for foreign language learning 
and functions of previous other foreign language learning experience. Item 3 
loaded the highest on this factor and Item 27 was the fourth in Factor 1. These 
two items seem to play a somewhat connecting role for the whole factor, 
especially between motivation and aptitude. 
 
Factor 2: The Nature and Character stics of Learning Chinese i
  
      Factor 2 includes Items 22, 34, 28, 21, 23, 30 and 8. It primarily addresses 
the Nature and Characteristics of Learning Chinese. Among them, Item 28, 23, 
and 8 appeared in Category 2 (the Nature of Language Learning) of Horwitz’s 
logical categories. These three items view the Nature and Characteristics of 
Learning Chinese from the perspectives of the relationships of learning Chinese 
with the native language, learning Chinese grammar and learning Chinese culture. 
Item 22 " If beginning students are permitted to make errors in Chinese, it will be 
difficult for them to speak correctly later on” and Item 34 “It is easier to read 
and write Chinese than to speak and understand it” loaded highest on Factor 2. 
This implies that these two items play a key role in this factor. Although they 
belong respectively to Category 1 (the Difficulty of Language Learning) and 
Category 3 (Learning and Communication Strategy) in Horwitz’s logical 
categories, they relate to the Characteristics of Chinese here. Chinese’s unique 
pronunciation system, especially the tones, makes the Chinese language learners 





and other pronunciation system, simplified and traditional ideography characters 
classic and modern Chinese as well as modern and traditional Chinese culture 
also make Chinese complicated and difficult to understand. Because of the 
unique characteristics of Chinese pronunciation system and culture, Item 21, “I 
feel timid speaking Chinese”, makes sense.  
 
Table 5.34 Factor 2: The Nature and Characteristics of Learning Chinese 
Item                                                                                 Loading     Mean    SD 
22. If beginning students are permitted to make               .645       3.10     1.22 
      errors in Chinese, it will be difficult for them   
      to speak correctly later on. 
34. It is easier to read and write Chinese than to               .614        3.36     1.28 
      speak and understand it. 
28. The most important part of learning Chinese is          .539        3.53     .93  
      learning how to translate from my native language. 
21. I feel timid speaking Chinese with other people.         .516        3.02     1.15 
23. The most important part of learning a foreign             .512        2.89     .96 
      language is learning the grammar. 
30. People who speak more than one language are           .468        2.92     .65 
      very intelligent. 
8.  It is necessary to know about Chinese cultures            .466        2.49     .91 




Factor 3: Self-ef cacy and S rategies used in Learn ng Spoken Chinesefi t i  
 
Factor 3 has two parts. One is self-efficacy in learning spoken Chinese, 





learning spoken Chinese. Items 4 and 5 are tightly connected and related to self-
confidence when facing the difficulty of learning Chinese. Items 33 and 16 
express strong self-efficacy from the aptitude of other people and self 
respectively. Items 7 and 26 explore the strategies for learning spoken Chinese.  
 
Table 5.35 Factor 3: Self-efficacy and Strategies used in Learning Spoken 
Chinese 
Item                                                                                 Loading     Mean     SD 
4. The difficult levels of Chinese.                                      -.650         1.93      .75 
33. Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language.       .572         2.26      .99  
7.  It is important to speak Chinese with  excellent          .486         1.79      .93 
     pronunciation. 
5.  I believe that I will ultimately learn to speak this        .420         2.09      .90       
     language very well 
16. I have a special ability for learning foreign                  .407         3.12      .86 
      languages 
26.*  It is important to practice with cassettes or tapes.   -.381       2.96      .90 
 
  *It is near .4 and meaningful. 
 
Factor 4: Perspectives on Foreign Language Learners 
 
      Factor 4 concerns Perspectives on Foreign Language Learners, which 
includes Items 11, 20 and 19. One is the perspective on people who are good at 
mathematics or science in foreign language learning and the other a comparison 
of women with men in foreign language learning. The third item concerns how 








Table 5.36 Factor 4: Perspectives on Foreign Language Learners 
Item                                                                                Loading       Mean     SD 
11. People who are good at mathematics or science       .538           4.08      .83 
      are not good at learning foreign languages  
20. People in my country feel that it is important           .465           3.45      1.16 
     to speak Chinese. 
19. Women are better than men at learning foreign        .425           3.65      .90 
     languages.  
 
 
Factor 5: The Difficulty of Chinese and Strateg es for Learning Chinese i  
   
    Factor 5 can be described as the Difficulty of Chinese and Strategies for 
Learning Chinese. Items 5 and 25 deal with the difficulty of foreign language 
learning. The first item is about the time requirement for learning foreign 
languages and the second is about judging the relative difficulty of speaking and  
 
Table 5.37 Factor 5: The Difficulty of Chinese and Strategies for Learning 
Chinese 
Item                                                                                Loading     Mean     SD 
15. How long would it take foreign learners to               -.636         3.70      1.01 
     speak the language very well?  
14. It's O.K. to guess if you don't know a word              .462          2.32      1.17 
     in Chinese. 
13. I enjoy practicing Chinese with Chinese                    .446          1.81       .90 
     people that I meet. 
25.* It is easier to speak than understand a                     .353          3.54       1.08 
     foreign language. 
 






understanding a foreign language. The strategies for learning Chinese here deal 
more with general Chinese learning, while the strategies for learning Chinese in 
Factor 3 concern spoken Chinese more specifically. Item 14 is about guessing the 
meaning of unknown words and Item 25 is about practicing Chinese with 
Chinese people. The two items apply to both the situations of learning spoken 
and written Chinese, but Item 14 deals with written Chinese while Item 25 seems 
to deal with spoken Chinese more. 
 
Comparison with Other Studies 
 
       The factors found in this study include Motivation and Aptitude in 
Learning Foreign Languages, the Nature and Characteristics of Learning Chinese, 
Self-Efficacy and Strategies for Learning Spoken Chinese, Perspectives on 
Foreign Language Learners, and the Difficulty of Chinese and Strategies for 
Learning Chinese. In order to see how similar and different the factors from 
previous studies and this one, a comparison of the factors in this study with other 
studies is useful. The factors used in comparison are from five studies of EFL 
learners  (Yang, 1992; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Kunt, 1997 and Kim-Yoon, 2000) 
and one study of learners of Japanese in the U.S. (Oh, 1996). 
      This current study found five factors, which cover all five areas of 
Horwitz’ logical categories. However, the order of the factors and structure of the 
content have obvious differences. None of the six previous studies found factors 
covering all five areas of Horwitz’s logical categories. The factors in this study 
also show some important differences in structure and content from the factors 
found in the other studies. In the six previous studies, all have four factors, 
except for Truitt’s study of Korean EFL learners, which has five factors. Among 
the six studies, four of them included motivation as a part of a factor. In Truitt’s 





groups in Kim-Yoon’s studies. Only Oh’s study of learners of Japanese in the 
U.S. and Park’s study of Korean EFL learners included motivation as a part of 
the first factor. However, unlike this study, none of them combine motivation 
with aptitude in foreign language learning. In Park’s study, the combination was 
motivational beliefs and beliefs about formal English. Oh’s study showed a 
combination of motivation and confidence in speaking Japanese. The category of 
Motivation and Expectation has only five items and is the smallest category in 
Horwitz’s BALLI. The special combination of motivation with aptitude, the large 
number of items (12 items) and the highly loaded data in the first factor of this 
study is unusual and meaningful. This combination likely shows that the 
participants in this study are more motivated and aptitude-oriented than the 
learners in the previous studies. Their strong motivations seems to not only 
combine instrumental and integrative motivations, but also to highly correlate 
with general aptitude and their own specific aptitude of foreign language learning 
It is understandable that learning a less commonly taught foreign language like 
Chinese and going to a country with a completely different social system and 
culture requires strong motivation and special aptitude. Besides this study, Oh’s 
study of learners of Japanese in the U.S. also showed motivation as a part of the 
first factor, which might suggest that the rank of strong motivation might be 
related to the degree of difficulty of particular languages and learning situations. 
      Factor 2, the Nature and Characteristics of Learning Chinese, includes 7 
items. Three items (28, 23 and 8) come from the Nature of Language Learning, 
the third area of Horwitz’s logical categories. However, the three items reported 
here not only concern the nature of language learning, but also relate to the 
special characteristics of learning Chinese. These items explore the characteristics 
of learning Chinese from the perspectives of the importance of translating from 
the native language, learning grammar and cultural awareness. Concerning if 
beginning students are permitted to make errors in speaking Chinese and if 





22, 34, and 21 are also related to special characteristics of Chinese, even though 
these items come from the different areas of the original logical categories. Four  
of the previous six studies had Value and Nature of Learning English in either 
Factor 1 or Factor 2. Truitt (1995), Kunt (1997) and Kim-Yoon (2000) had it in 
Factor 1. Yang’s (1992) study had this item in Factor 2. It is worth noting that the 
only two studies (Park, 1995 and Oh, 1996) without a factor related to the value 
and nature of foreign language learning are also the only two that included 
motivation as an important part of Factor 1. More interestingly, Factor 2 
“Importance of Formal Learning” and Factor 4 “Importance of Correctness” in 
Oh’s study can actually be regarded as dealing with the special characteristics of 
learning Japanese too, based on the content of the two factors. The similarity of 
both Factor 1 and Factor 2 in this study and Oh’s study likely indicates that there 
might be some kind of special affinity between learners of Chinese and Japanese, 
because these two less commonly taught foreign languages have some similarity 
of language systems and cultures. The high rank of the factor “the Value and 
Nature of Learning English” and the low rank for the factor of “Motivation” in 
almost all the studies of EFL learners, with the exception of park’s study, might 
also have some special correlation and inherent structure among EFL learners.  
      Factor 3 in this study is a combination of self-efficacy and strategies for 
learning spoken Chinese. Items 4, 33, 5 and 16 express self-efficacy and Items 7 
and 26 address specific strategies. Four of the six previous studies (Yang, 1992; 
Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995 and Kunt 1997) also have a factor combining self-
efficacy with something else, such as expectation, social interaction or 
confidence. None of these studies, however, combined self-efficacy and 
strategies for learning foreign language. It is also surprising to note that none of 
the six studies included Learning and Communication Strategies as a factor or a 
part of a factor. The combination of self-efficacy and strategies for learning 
spoken Chinese in this study is somewhat unusual, because not only is the 





emphasis on specific spoken language learning activities. The distinct 
combination found here relates to the special characteristics of Chinese, goals for 
learning Chinese and the situation of learning Chinese in China. The unique 
Chinese language system, especially pronunciation, the goal focusing on oral 
communication and study-abroad situation likely make the students in this study 
pay more attention to strategies used in learning spoken Chinese. 
      Factor 4, Perspectives on Foreign Language Learners, includes Items 11, 
20 and 19. No previous studies found the same or similar factor or component of 
a factor. The subjects in this study might have more awareness about foreign 
language learners, because of the language they learn and the learning situation 
they face. 
Factor 5 is the Difficulty of Chinese and Strategies for Learning Chinese. 
Among this factor’s five items, Items 15 and 25 and Items 14 and 13 come 
respectively from two logical categories (the Difficulty of Language Learning and 
Learning and Communication Strategy). Interestingly, like the strategies discussed 
above, no previous study included the difficulty of language learning as a factor or 
part of a factor. Once again, the data of this study display a unique combination. 
Just like Factor 3, the combination in Factor 5 might also stem from the special 
characteristics of Chinese and the situation of learning Chinese in China. 
 
                         Three Factor Analyses of the FLCAS 
     
      The FLCAS was developed by Horwitz (1983, 1986). Since then, it has 
become a standard scale for measuring learners’ foreign language classroom 
anxiety, although some studies have used a modified FLCAS (Young, 1986; Lee, 
1992; Truitt, 1995; Oh, 1996; Kunt, 1997; Yan, 1998; Onwuegbuzie et al., 1999; 
Qian, 1999; Coulombe, 2000; Casado et al, 2001; Gregersen & Horwitz, 2002). 
No previous studies using the FLCAS have performed factor analysis of the scale. 





communication apprehension; 2) test anxiety, and 3) fear negative evaluation 
(Horwitz et al, 1986). In order to further explore the nature of the FLCAS, a 
factor analysis of the FLCAS would be useful. Thus, this study did three factor 
analyses based on the Non-Asia, Asian and Chinese background groups and tried 
to find the similarities and differences by comparing the factors found among the 
three ethnic groups. 
      As the previous descriptive analysis of the FLCAS showed, the total 
scores of the FLCAS for Group A, Group B and Group C were 110.05, 111.15 
and 110.03 respectively. The ANOVA and Tukey HSD analyses showed no 
significant differences among the three groups. However, the factor analyses of 
the three groups paint a different picture. The factor analyses of the FLCAS 
among the three groups show that each of the three ethnic groups can be 
summarized in six factors, but the contents and orders of the factors have some 
important differences. The factors found for the three groups by the factor 
analyses are as follows: 
Anxiety Factors 
            Group A Factors 
1. Nervousness  and Tension in Chinese Class 
2. Self-consciousness in Speaking Chinese 
 3. Ease in Chinese Class 
4. Pressure from Chinese Class 
5. Worry about Lagging Behind Other Students 
6. Frustrated Feeling in Chinese Class 
 
Group B Factors 
1. Fear in Interaction with Chinese Teachers and Other Students 
2. Self-consciousness in Learning Chinese  





4. Self-consciousness in speaking Chinese 
5. Ease in Chinese Class 
6. Frustrated Feeling in Chinese Class 
 
Group C Factors 
1. Nervousness in speaking Chinese in Chinese Class 
2. Fear in Interaction with Teachers of Chinese 
3. Fear in Interaction with Other Students in Chinese Class 
4. Ease in Chinese Class 
5. Worry about Lagging Behind Teaching Process of Chinese 
6. Confidence in Interaction with the Native Speakers  
 
FLCAS Factor 1 
 
      Factor 1 for Group A, Group B and Group C is Nervousness and 
Tension in Chinese Class, Fear in Interaction with Chinese Teachers and Other 
Students and Nervousness in speaking Chinese in Chinese Class, respectively. 
The three groups show differences not only with respect to the contents of 
Factor 1 but also with respect to the number of items associated with the 
contents. Factor 1 for Group B has an unusually large number of items (13) and 
Group A and Group C have 9 items and 6 items respectively. The content of the 
items in Factor 1 for each group is reported in Table 5.38 (a), (b) and (c). 
For Group A, Factor 1 displays nervousness and tension in various areas of 
Chinese class. The nervousness and tension are expressed in speaking Chinese, 
interacting with teachers, feeling nervous about falling behind and being 
unprepared for the class. Factor 1 for Group B focuses on Fear in Interaction 
with the Chinese Teacher and Other Students. This factor seems to be a very 
strong factor for Group B, since there are 13 items associated with it. Items 31 





and 19 involve fear interaction with teachers. Items 3, 13, 20, 16 and 27 concern 
fear in interaction with both students and teachers at the same time. Factor 1 for 
Group C has the fewest items and all six items seem to focus on feelings about 
speaking Chinese in class. 
 
Table 5.38 (a) Group A’s Factor 1:  
Nervousness and Tension in Chinese Class  
Item                                                                                Loading       Mean    SD 
20. I can feel my heart pounding when I am going       .856          4.03     1.13 
   to be called on in my Chinese class. 
3. I tremble when I know that I’ m going to be              .849          4.12     1.12  
    called on in my Chinese class 
4. It frightens me when I don't understand what           .711          3.61     1.11 
    the teacher is saying in the Chinese class. 
16. Even if I am well prepared for Chinese class, I        .672          3.79     1.23 
    feel anxious about it. 
29. I get nervous when I don't understand every            .636         3.80     1.01 
    word the Chinese teacher says. 
25. Chinese class moves so quickly I worry about          .594         3.36     1.28 
    getting left behind. 
9. I start to panic when I have to speak without             .592         3.66     1.08 
    preparation in Chinese class. 
13. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my        .550          3.88     1.17 
    Chinese class. 
26. I feel more tense and nervous in my Chinese          .500         3.37     1.31 









Fear in Interaction with Chinese Teachers and Other Students  
Item                                                                                Loading      Mean    SD 
31. I am afraid that the other students will laugh at        .879         3.95      1.36 
     me when I speak Chinese. 
29. I get nervous when I don't understand every            .869          3.95      .89       
     word the Chinese teacher says. 
3.  I tremble when I know that I’ m going to be called   .838          3.95      1.15 
     on in my Chinese class. 
33. I get nervous when the Chinese teacher asks            .832          3.60      1.19 
     questions, which I haven't prepared in advance. 
13. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my          .831          4.00       .92 
20. I can feel my heart pounding when I am going         .768         3.95      1.15 
     to be called on in my Chinese class. 
16. Even if I am well prepared for Chinese class, I         .757          3.65       .88 
     feel anxious about it. 
2.  I don't worry about making mistakes in my              -.727         2.65      1.18 
     Chinese class. 
26. When I am on my way to Chine class, I feel very    -.656          2.60     1.05 
     sure and relaxed. 
27. I get nervous and confused when 1 am speaking      .637         4.00      .97 
     in my Chinese class 
24. I feel very self-conscious about speaking Chinese    .586        3.60      .99 
     in front of other students. 
19. I am afraid that my Chinese teacher is ready            .584         3.60      1.14 
     to correct every mistake I make. 
10. I worry about the consequences of failing my          .397         3.55      .83 









Nervousness in speaking Chinese in Chinese Class  
Item                                                                                Loading      Mean    SD 
27. I get nervous and confused when 1am speaking       .734          3.70     1.00 
     in my Chinese class 
1.  I never feel quite sure of myself when I am                 .729         3.00     1.08 
     speaking in my Chinese class. 
9.  I start to panic when I have to speak without              .720        3.32     .82 
     preparation in Chinese class. 
23. I always feel that the other students speak the            .652       3.24     1.21 
     Chinese language better than I do.  
18. I feel confident when I speak in my Chinese class.     -.572     2.68      .91 
19. I am afraid that my Chinese teacher is ready               .458      3.83      .98 
     to correct every mistake I make.  
 
 
Based on their ethnic language and culture, the three groups’ different 
contents for Factor 1 make sense. It is natural for Group A to have various 
different ethnic language and cultural background and study a less commonly 
taught foreign language in the target language country. Thus, they have more 
cultural shock and conflicts in various areas than Group B and Group C. It is 
worth noting that Group B has a large number of items regarding fear in a 
relatively narrow area -- interaction with teachers and other students. Compared 
with Western culture, East Asian culture has traits of shyness, inwardness and 
feelings of nervousness and tension in Chinese class, since they have a strong 
other-orientation. These traits are expressed even more in Japanese culture 
(Chang, 1997; Hinenoya & Gatbonton, 2000). It is likely that these traits of East 
Asian culture make Fear in Interaction with Chinese Teachers and Other 
Students as Factor 1 for Group B. Like Group B, the contents of Factor 1 for 





narrow area and fewest items in Factor 1 for Group C suggest that Group C 
likely might have less anxiety than Group A and Group B. 
 
FLCAS Factor 2 
 
      Factor 2 for both Group A and Group B concerns self-consciousness. 
However, the self-consciousness in Group A is focused on speaking Chinese 
while the self-consciousness in Group B concerns learning Chinese. The contents  
    
Table 5.39 (a) Group A’s Factor 2:  
Self-consciousness in Speaking Chinese 
Item                                                                                Loading      Mean    SD 
14. I would not be nervous speaking the Chinese           -.846        2.88      1.17 
      language with native speakers 
32. I would probably feel comfortable around native     -.755        2.87      1.09 
     speaks of Chinese. 
24. I feel very self-conscious about speaking Chinese      .666       3.62       1.31 
     in front of other students. 
2.  I don't worry about making mistakes in my                -.647       2.89      1.28    
    Chinese class. 
33. I get nervous when the Chinese teacher asks             .615        3.53      1.14    
    questions which I haven't prepared in advance. 
18. I feel confident when I speak in my Chinese            -.604       3.30      1.14 
    class. 
27. I get nervous and confused when 1 am                       .581        3.61      1.26 
     speaking in my Chinese class. 
28. When I am on my way to Chinese class, I feel           -.499      2.50      1.00 
     very sure and relaxed. 
10. I worry about the consequences of failing my            .490       3.53      1.38  





Table 5.39 (b) Group B’s Factor 2:  
Self-consciousness in Learning Chinese  
Item                                                                                    Loading    Mean    SD 
12. In Chinese class, I can get so nervous I forget           .937          3.50     1.00  
     things I know. 
8. I am usually at ease during tests in my Chinese      -.880         2.25      .85 
     class.    
17. I often feel like not going to my Chinese class.       .785          3.65     1.04      
1.  I never feel quite sure of myself when I am                .694          3.10      1.25      
    speaking in my Chinese class. 
14. I would not be nervous speaking the Chinese           -.631         3.15     1.23 
     language with native speakers 
7.  I keep thinking that the other students are better      .616          3.10     1.17 
     at Chinese than I am. 
6.  During Chinese class, I find myself thinking about   .471          2.95      .89 
     things that have nothing to do with  the course.  
 
of Factor 2 for Group A seem to be narrower than that of Group B, but the 
factor is associated with more items than that of Group B. The strong narrow 
contents focusing on speaking Chinese likely indicates that Group A pays more 
attention to speaking Chinese. It might also relate to their goal for learning 
Chinese, since Group A is the only group with a large number of students whose 
goal for learning Chinese is only listening and speaking. It is worth noting that 
the focus on speaking Chinese in Factor 2 for Group A is likely different from 
the same focus in Factor 1 for Group C (“Nervousness in speaking Chinese in 
Chinese Class”). For Group A, the focus is not just on speaking Chinese in 
Chinese class, but also on speaking Chinese with native speakers, including 
nervous consciousness and other types of self-consciousnesses. Five of 7 items in 





interaction with teachers of Chinese. The other 2 items address interaction with 
teachers indirectly through taking tests and making mistakes in the class.  
 
Table 5.39 (c) Group C’s Factor 2:  
Fear in Interaction with Teachers of Chinese 
Item                                                                                      Loading    Mean    SD 
8.  I am usually at ease during tests in my Chinese class.  -.781        2.68     1.08  
29. I get nervous when I don't understand every                  .687        3.46     .93 
     word the Chinese teacher says. 
33. I get nervous when the Chinese teacher asks                 .645       3.32     1.03 
     questions which I haven't prepared in advance. 
4.  It frightens me when I don't understand what                .600       3.38     1.21 
     the teacher is saying in the Chinese class. 
3.  I tremble when I know that I’ m going to be called       .585       3.78     1.25 
     on in my Chinese class. 
2.   I don't worry about making mistakes in my                  -.561      2.95     1.18 
     Chinese class 
15. I get upset when I don't understand what the              .542       2.92      .86 
      teacher is correcting.  
 
 
FLCAS Factor 3 
 
Factor 3 for Group A, Group B and Group C can be labeled as Ease in 
Chinese Class, Worry about Lagging Behind in Chinese Class and Fear in 
Interaction with Other Students in Chinese Class, respectively. The contents of 
Factor 3 among the three groups are quite different. Like Group A, the other two 
groups also have a factor of Ease in Chinese Class, but the factor is ranked as 
Factor 4 for Group C and Factor 5 for Group B. Since Ease in Chinese Class is 





Table 5.40 (a) Group A’s Factor 3: 
Ease in Chinese Class 
Item                                                                                 Loading     Mean    SD 
17. I often feel like not going to my Chinese class.           .823         3.30     1.44 
6. During Chinese class, I find myself thinking about  .727         2.88     1.21 
    things that have nothing to do with the course. 
8.  I am usually at ease during tests in my                        -.635         2.88     1.01 
     Chinese class. 
21. The more I study for a Chinese test, the more            .554         4.22      .99 
     confused I get.  
 
 
Table 5.40 (b) Group B’s Factor 3: 
Worry about Lagging Behind in Chinese Class 
Item                                                                                   Loading    Mean    SD 
25. Chinese class moves so quickly I worry about           .882         2.00     .97  
     getting left behind 
15. I get upset when I don't understand what the            .727         3.30     3.92 
     teacher is correcting. 
9.  I start to panic when I have to speak without             .706         3.15     1.27 
     preparation in Chinese class. 
23. I always feel that the other students speak the          .629         3.40     1.31 
     Chinese language better than I do.  
 
Chinese class than Group B or Group C. All items in Factor 3  for Group B 
seem to describe worry about lagging behind. Compared with the other items in 
the factor, Items 25 and 23 are more directly concerned with lagging behind in 
Chinese class and the other students. The other two groups also worry about 
lagging behind as a factor, but the factor is ranked as Factor 4 for both Group A 





3 of Group C is once again about fear of interaction, but this time the fear of 
interaction is specifically with other students in Chinese class.  
 
Table 5.40 (c) Group C’s Factor 3: 
Fear in Interaction with Other Students in Chinese Class 
Item                                                                                   Loading    Mean    SD 
12. In Chinese class, I can get so nervous I forget          .772          3.65      .98 
     things I know. 
31. I am afraid that the other students will laugh            .751         4.16       .73 
     at me when I speak Chinese. 
21. I don't feel pressure to prepare very well for            .676         4.27       .69       
     my language class. 
13. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my          .658        3.76       .98 
     Chinese class. 
20. I can feel my heart pounding when I am going         .641        4.06       .97 
     to be called on in my Chinese class. 
26. I feel more tense and nervous in my Chinese            .598        3.84       .93 
     class than in my other classes. 
24. I feel very self-conscious about speaking                   .567        3.46      1.02 
     Chinese in front of other students. 
 
 
FLCAS Factor 4 
 
As was the case for Factor 3, Factor 4 for the three groups also shows 
some obvious differences.  Factor 4 for Group A, Group B and Group C is 
Pressure from Chinese Class, Self-consciousness in Speaking Chinese and Ease in 
Chinese Class. There are 4 items in Factor 4 for Group A and two of them (Items 
19 and 31) deal with pressure from interaction with teachers and other students 





difficulty of learning spoken Chinese and unpreparedness in Chinese class.  
Group C has more items on Ease in Chinese Class and the contents of the factor 
also seem to be more relaxed in comparison with the same factor for Groups A 
and B. Compared with Group B Factor 2 (Self-consciousness in Learning 
Chinese), Factor 4 Self-consciousness in Speaking Chinese for Group B has 
fewer items and the contents are narrower.   
                  
Table 5.41 (a) Group A’s Factor 4: 
Pressure from Chinese Class 
Item                                                                                   Loading    Mean    SD 
22. I don't feel pressure to prepare very well for            .796           3.32     1.18 
      my language class. 
30. I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules               .641           3.74      .93   
     you have to learn to speak Chinese.    
19. I am afraid that my Chinese teacher is ready            .555          3.80      1.02 
     to correct every mistake I make 
31. I am afraid that the other students will laugh           .481          4.20      1.01 
     at me when I speak Chinese.  
 
 
Table 5.41 (b) Group B’s Factor 4: 
Self-consciousness in Speaking Chinese 
Item                                                                                   Loading    Mean    SD 
4.  It frightens me when I don't understand what           .837         3.50     1.19      
     the teacher is saying in the Chinese class. 
32. I would probably feel comfortable around                -.823         2.95      .83 
      native speaks of Chinese. 
30. I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules               .555          3.65      .99 






Table 5.41 (c) Group C’s Factor 4: 
Ease in Chinese Class 
Item                                                                                    Loading    Mean    SD 
28.  When I am on my way to Chinese class, I feel           -.775        2.84      .90 
     very sure and relaxed. 
5.  It wouldn't bother me at all to take more                     -.742         2.27     .99 
    Chinese language classes.       
22. I don't feel pressure to prepare very well for               .671          3.14      1.11 
     my language class.  
17. I often feel like not going to my Chinese class.           .619         3.35      1.14    
6.  During Chinese class, I find myself thinking about    .521         3.11      1.13 
     things that have nothing to do with the course.  
 
 
FLCAS Factor 5 
 
      Factor 5 for Groups A, B and C are Worry about Lagging Behind Other 
Students, Ease in Chinese Class and Worry about Lagging Behind Teaching  
 
Table 5.42 (a) Group A’s Factor 5: 
Worry about Lagging Behind Other Students 
Item                                                                                    Loading    Mean    SD 
23. I always feel that the other students speak                .701          3.08     1.37         
     the Chinese language better than I do. 
11. I don't understand why some people get so              -.682           3.39     .92 
     upset over Chinese class. 
7.  I keep thinking that the other students are                  .626          2.66     1.22 
    better at Chinese than I am. 
5. It wouldn't bother me at all to take more                     .568           2.00      .91 





Table 5.42 (b) Group B’s Factor 5: 
Ease in Chinese Class 
Item                                                                                    Loading    Mean    SD 
5. It wouldn’t bother me at all to take more Chinese    .906          2.00      .97 
language classes.     
18. I feel confident when I speak in my Chinese class.    -.835         2.75      .64 
11. I don't understand why some people get so upset      .724         2.35      .75 
     over Chinese class.  
 
 
Table 5.42 (c) Group C’s Factor 5: 
Worry about Lagging Behind Teaching Process of Chinese Class 
Item                                                                                   Loading    Mean    SD 
10. I worry about the consequences of failing                 .838          3.73      1.07 
     my Chinese class. 
16. Even if I am well prepared for Chinese class,          .570          3.65       .89          
     I feel anxious about it. 
30. I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules              .540          3.65       .86 
      you have to learn to speak Chinese. 
25. Chinese class moves so quickly I worry                    .505          3.54      1.12 
     about getting left behind.  
 
Process of Chinese Class. Interestingly, both Group A and Group C have a 
Factor 5 related to worry about lagging behind, but the contents of their worry 
differ. For Group A, the worry comes by comparison with other students in 
Chinese class while for Group C, the worry is mainly about the teaching process 
in Chinese class. Ease in Chinese Class as a factor for Group B is not only ranked 
the lowest among the same three factors for the three groups but also has the 







FLCAS Factor 6 
 
      Factor 6 for both Group A and Group B is Frustrated Feeling in Chinese 
Class, while for Group C is Confidence in Interaction with the Native Speakers. 
The contents of Factor 6 for Group A and Group B are different, although they 
have the same label. Group A shows more frustrated feelings and focuses on  
            
Table 5.43 (a) Group A’s Factor 6: 
Frustrated Feeling in Chinese Class 
Item                                                                                   Loading    Mean    SD 
15. I get upset when I don't understand what                 .681           2.71     1.23 
     the teacher is correcting. 
1.  I never feel quite sure of myself when I am               .554           2.91      1.13 
     speaking in my Chinese class. 
12. In Chinese class, I can get so nervous I                     .470          3.26      1.27 
     forget things I know.  
 
 
Table 5.43 (b) Group B’s Factor 6: 
Frustrated Feeling in Chinese Class 
Item                                                                                   Loading    Mean    SD 
21. The more I study for a Chinese test, the more          .840          4.15      1.04 
      confused I get. 
22. I don't feel pressure to prepare very well for             .794          3.60      .94 
     my language class. 
26. I feel more tense and nervous in my Chinese            .656          3.95      .69 








self-performance in Chinese class. Group B’s frustrated feelings deal with 
preparation for the Chinese class especially in comparison with other classes. It is 
worth noting that Interaction with the Native Speakers doesn’t appear as a factor 
or even a part of the factor for Group A or Group B. It only appears for Group 
C, although it is only ranked as Factor 6. Items 14 and 32 demonstrate that 
Group C is confident in interactions with native speakers. 
 
Table 5.43 (c) Group C’s Factor 6: 
Confidence in Interaction with the Native Speakers  
Item                                                                                   Loading    Mean    SD 
14. I would not be nervous speaking the Chinese           .750          3.22      1.06 
     language with native speakers. 
32. I would probably feel comfortable around                .735          2.84      .96 
     native speaks of Chinese. 
7.  I keep thinking that the other students are                -.602       2.92       1.28 
     better at Chinese than I am. 
11. I don't understand why some people get so              .503       2.91         .92 
     upset over Chinese class.  
 
 
Discussion of the Similarity and Difference of the FLCAS Factors  
 
      As described above, the three ethnic group’s factors display some 
similarities and differences according to both order and contents. In order to 
further explore the factors for the three groups, it is necessary to discuss the 
similarities and differences among them.  
 






     Nervousness in Chinese Class plays a key role as Factor 1 for both Group 
A and Group C. However, Group A’s feelings of Nervousness are more intense, 
wide spread and complicated than those of Group C. It includes 9 items versus 6 
items for Group C. Factor 1 for Group A is mixed with some other negative 
feelings, such as tension, fear and embarrassment and connected to various class 
activities. Nervousness for Group C exclusively concerns speaking Chinese in 
Chinese class. It is natural for Group A to have such intense nervous feelings, 
since they are not only learning a less commonly taught foreign language in the 
target country but also facing a very different learning environment and culture, 
because of their ethnic backgrounds. 
       Group C’s nervousness focusing on speaking Chinese in Chinese class is 
also understandable, because of some particular traits of their ethnic cultures. 
Although Group C has the same ethnic background and the learning 
environment in China is generally favorable for them, the shyness, inwardness 
and other-orientation of their ethnic culture likely make them nervous in speaking 
Chinese, even though they can generally speak Chinese better than students of 
other ethnic backgrounds (Chang, 1997; Hinenoya & Gatbonton, 2000). It is 
worth noting that Group B has a completely different Factor 1 and nervousness 
does not appear as an independent factor. The reason for this unusual 
phenomenon might be their ethnic backgrounds and the learning environment 
for them in China. Their similar ethnic languages and cultures and the types of 
Chinese programs and teaching methods in China in particular likely make them 
less nervous and more relaxed. As previously explained in the factor analysis of 
the BALLI, the Chinese programs and teaching methods used in China were 
originally designed for Japanese, Korean and Vietnamese students.  
 






Both Group B and Group C include fear in interaction with others as 
important factors. For Group B, it is included in the first factor with 13 items 
(39% of the FLCAS).  The fear in interaction with others for Group B is intense. 
It deals with a wide range of class activities related to interaction and is involved 
in interaction with teacher, students or both teacher and students. Group C has 
two factors (Factors 2 and 3) regarding the fear in interaction with others. Factor 
2 has 7 items and focuses on interactions with teacher, while Factor 3 has 5 items 
and specifically concerns interactions with students. If the items for Factor 2 and 
Factor 3 are added together for Group C, it still has one item less than Factor 1 
for Group B. Very interestingly, Group A seems to have no special fear in 
interaction with others. All the items about the fear in interaction with others 
from the FLCAS in Group A are dispersed into other factors.  
      Regarding the fear in interaction with others in Chinese class, the 
similarity between Group B and Group C and the difference between Group A 
and both Groups B and C likely manifest that the ethnic language and culture 
backgrounds might play an important role in foreign language anxiety.  
 
3. Self-consciousness in Learning Chinese  
 
      Both Group A and Group B have Self-consciousness in Learning Chinese 
as a factor. It is Factor 2 (Self-consciousness in Speaking Chinese) for Group A 
and Factor 2 (Self-consciousness in Learning Chinese) and Factor 4 (Self-
consciousness in Speaking Chinese) for Group B. The contents of the self-
consciousness factor for Group A are narrower than that of Group B. However, 
this factor is stronger and more concentrated on speaking Chinese. Although 
Group B also includes self-consciousness in speaking Chinese in a factor, it only 
has 3 items and is ranked as Factor 4. It is worth noting that Group C does not 
include Self-consciousness in Learning Chinese as a factor. The concentrated self-





situation and goals for learning Chinese. Because the students from Group A, 
Group B and Group C study Chinese in the same class, the students from Group 
A are at somewhat of a disadvantage. The completely different ethnic language 
and culture make Group A’s Chinese learning, especially Chinese writing, more 
difficult and time consuming in comparison with the other two groups. This 
situation might force them to focus more on spoken Chinese. Therefore, it is not 
difficult to understand why Group A’s self-consciousness focuses on speaking 
Chinese. For Group B, it is natural for them to choose both spoken and written 
Chinese as their goal, since written Chinese is not so difficult and possibly even 
easier than spoken Chinese for them. Thus, the contents of their self-
consciousness become wider than that of Group A. It is worth noting that Group 
C has no such self-consciousness included in any factors. It might be that their 
ethnic backgrounds make them have no such self-consciousness. 
 
4. Worry about Lagging Behind 
 
      All three groups had Worry about Lagging Behind as a factor with 4 
items, but the order and the contents of worry about lagging behind display some 
differences. It is ranked as Factor 3 for Group B and Factor 4 for both Group A 
and Group C. The worry for Group B concerns lagging behind in Chinese class 
and is wider than that for Group A and Group C. The worry about lagging 
behind in Group A specifically focuses on other students in Chinese class, and 
for Group C the worry concentrates on lagging behind the teaching process of 
Chinese. It seems that for Group A needs to work harder to catch up to the 
students from the other two groups. Because of the same ethnic language and 
cultural backgrounds, Group C has an advantage in learning Chinese than the 
other two groups, especially Group A. Thus, their worry about lagging behind 






5. Ease in Chinese Class 
 
      All three groups include Ease in Chinese Class as a factor. It is Factor 3 
for Group A, Factor 4 for Group C and Factor 5 for Group B. Group C has 
more items (5) than Group A (4) and Group B (3). It is worth noting that Ease in 
Chinese Class as a factor for Group A is ranked higher than in the other two 
groups, although they face more tougher learning task and alien learning 
environment. Their Western cultural backgrounds and experiences including their 
other foreign language learning experience might make them relatively more 
relaxed in learning Chinese. 
 
6. Frustrated Feeling in Chinese Class 
 
      Only Group A and Group B have the factor Frustrated Feeling in 
Chinese Class. It is ranked as Factor 6 with 3 items for both groups. However, 
the contents of the factors show some differences. For Group A, the factor 
concerns teacher’s correction as well as speaking in class, and for Group B the 
factor concerns tests and comparison with other classes.  
      Group C also had a Factor 6 but it seems to be completely different. 
Factor 6 for Group C is Confidence in Interaction with Native Speakers. No 
similar factor can be found in the other two groups. It is worth noting that 
Group C has half of all the factors concentrating on interaction with others. 
Besides this positive factor, there are two negative factors for Group C, which 
concerns Fear in Interaction with Teachers of Chinese and Fear in Interaction 
with Other Student in Chinese Class. Their ethnic language and culture likely give 
them more concern in interaction with local people, since they have a relatively 
higher level of Chinese and do not have to worry about “losing face” in the real 






                               CHAPTER 6 
 
                                 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 
      The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the characteristics of 
American college students learning Chinese in China divided by ethnic 
background groups (Non-Asian, Non-Chinese Asian and Chinese backgrounds), 
with particular focus on their reasons for learning Chinese and studying Chinese 
in China, their beliefs about foreign language learning and their foreign language 
classroom anxiety. This chapter presents a summary of the findings, followed by 
conclusions, implications and limitations of this study, and recommendations for 
future research. 
 
                     Summary of Findings 
 
      1.  What are the characteristics of American college students learning 
Chinese in China? 
      The ethnic backgrounds of the participants were primarily Caucasian, 
Non-Chinese Asian, and Chinese. Eighty-one percent of the participants were 
native speakers of English. There were more female students than male students, 
especially within the Non-Chinese Asians. An overwhelming majority of the 
participants were Sophomores, Juniors and Seniors, aged 18 to 23. The average 
and range of ages in Group A (Non-Asian) were higher than Group B (Non-
Chinese Asian) and Group C (Chinese background). Most of the participants 
were majoring in Humanities and Economics/Business. Groups A and B had 
more students majoring in Humanities, especially East Asian Studies and Chinese 
than Group C, while Group C had more students majoring in Science than both 
Group A and Group B. Group B and C had more students majoring in 





There was a wide range of ages when the students started to learn 
Chinese (1 to 37). An overwhelming majority of the participants started to learn 
Chinese in the U.S. between the ages of 18 and 22. However, more than one 
third of the Chinese background students started to learn Chinese in China or 
Taiwan. Most students had studied Chinese for two years or less. More students 
in Group A and B had studied Chinese for one or two years than those in Group 
C, while Group C had a much higher rate of studying Chinese for more than five 
years.  An overwhelming majority of the students had been in China for less than 
one year. Most of the students spent 5 to 15 hours studying Chinese outside class 
per week. However, the students in Group A spent much more time studying 
Chinese outside of class than those in Group B and Group C. Most of the 
students in Group A spent 11 to 20 hours weekly, while most of the students in 
Group B and Group C spent fewer than 10 hours weekly. Over one of fourth of 
students in Group C spent even fewer than 5 hours weekly. 
      An overwhelming majority of the participants had previously studied at 
least one additional foreign language for three years or more. More than one of 
third of them had studied two and more additional foreign languages. The most 
popular other foreign languages were Spanish and French.  The age of starting to 
learn other foreign languages was much earlier than the age of starting to learn 
Chinese. Most of the students started learning the other foreign language between 
ages 11 and 15. They had spent more years learning other foreign languages than 
they had spent learning Chinese. Most of the students had spent more than five 
years learning other foreign languages. Group A had a much higher rate of 
learning other foreign languages for more than five years than Group B or Group 
C. An overwhelming majority of the participants had traveled to other countries 
before arriving in China. The students in Group C had traveled less than those in 
Group A and Group B. Group A and Group C had traveled mostly in European 





Most of the participants’ goals for learning Chinese were to become 
fluent in listening, speaking, reading and writing Chinese. However, nearly one-
third of the students in Group A only wanted to become fluent in listening and 
speaking. An overwhelming majority of the participants enjoyed language 
learning and thought that they were good language learners. Group B had a 
higher rate of both enjoying language learning and perceiving themselves as good 
language learners than Group A and C. Most of the students rated their overall 
proficiency in Chinese in class as excellent or good while rating their overall 
proficiency as poor as compared with natives.   
      2. What kinds of reasons do American College students have for learning 
Chinese and for studying Chinese in China?  
      “Interest in culture”, “Interest in language”, “Need for future career”, 
“Family influence” and “Need for travel” were the five most commonly cited 
reasons for studying Chinese. An overwhelming majority of the participants’ 
motivations towards learning Chinese were “Interest in culture” and “Interest in 
language”. The order of importance and the five most common factors for 
Groups A and B are similar, but different for Group C. An overwhelming 
majority of the students in Group C studied Chinese because of “Family 
influence”, while the students in Group A and Group B reported studying 
Chinese primarily for “Interest in the language”. More students in Group A 
studied Chinese because of an “Interest in culture” than in Groups B and C. 
Other important differences among the three groups including the following 
students in Groups A and B are more concerned about learning Chinese for their 
future careers than those in Group C; more students studied Chinese because 
they were “Required to take an elective to graduate” in Group B than in Groups 
A and C; and more students studied Chinese due to “Friend and relative 
influence in Groups A and B than in Group C”.  
An overwhelming majority of the participants went to China to study 





more “authentic”.  These three factors were also number 1 reason for Groups A, 
B and C to study in China.  
      3. What are the language learning beliefs of American college students 
learning Chinese in China? How do there beliefs compare with the beliefs of 
other learning groups? 
An overwhelming majority of the participants believed that some 
languages were easier to learn than others. This finding is similar to several 
previous studies about American students learning German, French, Spanish and 
Japanese (Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1995; and Oh, 1996). However, the rate of 
endorsement is much lower than several EFL studies in Taiwan, Turkish-Cyprus, 
and Korea (Yang, 1992; Kunt, 1997; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995 and Kim-Yoon, 
2000). An overwhelming majority of the participants believed Chinese was a 
“very difficult” or “difficult language”. Group C has a higher rate of thinking that 
Chinese is a “very difficult” or “difficult language” than Groups A and B, even 
though they have relatively higher levels of Chinese. The reason might be Group 
C’s much more difficult goal for mastering reading and writing Chinese. Although 
most of the students thought that Chinese was difficult, a majority of each group 
still believed that they would ultimately learn to speak it very well. Group B 
shows more confidence in this belief than Groups A and C.  Contrary to the 
optimism about language learning showed by previous studies (Horwitz, 1999), 
the subjects’ answers on the time requirements for the language learning in this 
study seem more practical, even a little pessimistic.  
An overwhelming majority of the participants believed that children were 
better foreign language learners than adults and that some people have a special 
ability for learning foreign languages. Most of the students believed that the 
previous foreign language learning experience could help them to learn another 
one. However, the endorsement for this belief in this study is much lower  than 
that in Horwitz’s study (1988) of American students leaning Spanish, French and 





“People who are good at mathematics or science are not good at learning foreign 
languages” than Groups A and B.                                                                                     
Most of the students in this study believed that it was necessary to know 
about the culture of a target language in order to learn to speak it well. The 
agreement rate is higher than that of American students learning German, French 
and Spanish in Horwitz’s study (1988). Compared with students with similar 
ethnic backgrounds (Non-Asian) in Horwitz’s study, the endorsement for this 
belief in Group A is nearly double that found in Horwitz’s study. Group A also 
has a much stronger belief about the importance of studying the target language 
in the target country than those in Horwitz’s study. 
 
           Regarding beliefs about the most important part of learning a foreign 
language, an overwhelming majority of the participants were either neutral or 
endorsed learning vocabulary and learning grammar. This finding is close to the 
finding in Oh’s study (1996) of American students learning Japanese, but contrary 
to the high disagreement found in Horwitz’s (1988) and Kern’s (1995) studies. 
Chinese and Japanese are less commonly taught foreign languages, and their 
vocabulary and grammar are quite different from Western foreign languages. This 
fact might enable Chinese and Japanese learners to pay more attention to learning 
vocabulary and grammar than those who learn relatively similar Western foreign 
languages. The percentage of the students who valued an excellent pronunciation 
was much higher than that of American students learning German, French and 
Spanish (Horwitz, 1988), but almost equal to that of American students learning 
Japanese (Oh, 1996) and that of EFL students in East Asia (Yang, 1992; Park, 
1995 and Truitt, 1995). Group C emphasized this belief more strongly than 
Groups A and B. Their experience in Chinese-dialect-speaking families likely 






An overwhelming majority of the participants (more than the percentage 
of students of commonly taught languages) enjoyed practicing Chinese with 
Chinese people. This may be an important reason why they go to China to study 
Chinese. The endorsement rate for this belief in Group A was higher than in 
Groups B and C. Contrary to the high endorsement of the students in Horwitz’s 
study, for the item “I feel timid speaking Chinese (my foreign language) with 
other people,” Group A shows a high rate of disagreement. The contrasting 
views between Group A and groups with similar ethnic backgrounds in Horwitz’s 
study might be explained by Group A’s early age starting to learn foreign 
language, multiple foreign language learning experiences, strong motivations and 
clear goals for learning Chinese. A majority of the participants were neutral or 
disagreed with the belief that “If beginning students are permitted to make errors 
in Chinese, it will be difficult for them to speak correctly later on,” which is 
different from the high rate of agreement in American students learning German, 
French and Spanish (Horwitz, 1988). The different views in this study may result 
from the Chinese tone system, since it is easy to make mistakes and requires 
much more time to learn correct pronunciation. 
Contrary to the pessimistic job expectations of the American students 
learning commonly taught foreign language (Horwitz, 1988 and Kern, 1995), the 
participants in this study have optimistic job expectations because of their 
Chinese language ability, even though they have a relatively pessimistic view of 
other people’s opinions about speaking Chinese. However, the job expectations 
in this study are slightly lower than those of EFL students (Yang, 1992; Park, 
1995; Truitt, 1995; Kunt, 1997 and Kim-Yoon, 2000), but slightly higher than 
those of American students learning Japanese (Oh, 1996). An overwhelming 
majority of the participants wanted to learn Chinese culture, speak Chinese well 
and have Chinese friends. The integrative motivation for the students in this 
study seems to be much stronger than that found in American students learning 






      4. What are the views and evaluations about learning Chinese in China 
among the American students learning Chinese in China? 
      An overwhelming majority of the participants believed that they needed 
to study Chinese abroad if they wanted to learn Chinese well. They highly valued 
the opportunity to study Chinese in China. The students in Group A show a 
much stronger belief about the importance of studying Chinese in China than 
those in Groups B and C. Most of the participants believed that learning Chinese 
within Chinese society was more important than in a Chinese language class in 
China. Thus, probably the target-language society, not the target-language classes, 
attracted the students to study Chinese in China. 
      Comparing the effectiveness of Chinese language teaching methods used 
in China and in the U.S., most of the students had a neutral view. However, more 
students favored the methods used in China than in the U.S. Among the three 
groups, Groups A and B were more favorable toward the teaching methods used 
in China, while Group C were more favorable toward the teaching methods used 
in the U.S.  The high rates of neutrality and mixed views about the teaching 
methods used in China and in the U.S. might result from students’ personal 
learning experiences in local Chinese classes, where the Chinese programs and 
teaching methods are varied and typically designed for Chinese-background 
students. Comparing the instruction of Chinese language class in China and that 
in the U.S., most of the students were either neutral or favored the instruction in 
Chinese classes in China. Group B has a much higher level of endorsement than 
Groups A and C. 
      Most of the participants thought that their Chinese language programs in 
China were excellent overall. However, in comparison to Chinese language 
teachers in the U.S., an overwhelming majority of the participants had a neutral 
evaluation of the teachers in China. Once again, more participants in Group B 
than in Groups A and C favored the Chinese language teachers in China. In 





teachers in the U.S.  The main reason for Group A to favor the Chinese language 
teachers in the U.S. might be due to the teachers’ English proficiency, awareness 
of American culture, and flexible and interesting instructional methods. The 
higher evaluation of the language programs and teachers in China for Group B is 
likely related to the fact that the Chinese language programs, textbooks and 
teaching methods in China were originally designed for students from Japan, 
Korea and Southeast Asia countries, and therefore, the students in Group B 
likely benefit more from their study in China than other types of students. 
      5. What factors contribute to the language learning beliefs of the 
American students learning Chinese in China? Are these factors different from 
other learning groups? 
      The factor analysis of the BALLI in this study identified five factors: (1) 
Motivation and Aptitude in Learning Foreign Languages; (2) The Nature and 
Characteristics of Learning Chinese; (3) Self-Efficacy and Strategies used in 
Learning Spoken Chinese; (4) Perspectives on Foreign Language Learners;  (5) 
The Difficulty of Chinese and Strategies for Learning Chinese. The comparison 
of the five factors in the present study with the factors found in several other 
studies using the BALLI, including five studies of EFL learners (Yang, 1992; 
Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995, Kunt, 1997 and Kim-Yoon, 2000) and one study of 
Japanese learners in the U.S. (Oh, 1996), shows some important structure and 
content differences. There are more factors in this study than in other studies 
(except for Truitt’s study that also had five factors). Compared with the lower 
rank or lack of motivational factors in most previous studies, the special 
combination of motivation with aptitude, large number of items and highly 
loaded data for the first factor in this study show that the participants in this 
study are more motivated and aptitude-oriented than other learners. Motivation 
as a component of the first factor in both this study and Oh’s (1996) study of 
learners of Japanese in the U.S. suggest that the importance of motivation might 





taught foreign languages might pay more attention to the specific characteristics 
of the language they are learning.  
The present study included both Self-Efficacy and Strategies Used in 
Foreign Language Learning and the Difficulty of Chinese and Strategies for 
Learning Chinese as factors. However, none of the six previous studies (Yang, 
1992; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Oh, 1996; Kunt 1997 and Kim-Yoon, 2000) 
showed these contents as factor. This finding might suggest that the participants 
in this study pay more attention to the difficulty of language learning and 
emphasize strategies for language learning more than the participants in the other 
studies. It might indicate that the American students studying Chinese in China 
are not only more motivated but also more strategy-oriented than the students in 
the other studies.  
      6. What level of foreign language anxiety do the American students 
learning Chinese in China have? Are there different levels of foreign language 
anxiety among the three subgroups? 
      The participants in this study reported the highest levels of foreign 
language anxiety among the other studies using the FLCAS, including Horwitz’s 
(1986) study of American students learning Spanish, Aida’s (1994) and Oh’s 
(1996) studies of American students learning Japanese and three studies of EFL 
students in Korea (Truitt, 1997), in China (Yan, 1998) and in Turkish-Cyprus 
(Kunt, 1997). Although the anxiety levels found in the two studies on EFL 
students in East Asian countries are lower than those found in the present study, 
they are still much higher than those found in the other studies, especially EFL 
students in Turkish-Cyprus. Learning a less commonly taught foreign language 
abroad is likely a main reason for the high anxiety level in this study. It is also 
possible that higher levels of anxiety found in this study and the two EFL studies 
in East Asian countries are related to the ethnic languages and cultures of the 






      The present study finds the same high level of foreign language anxiety 
among the three ethnic groups. However, the reasons for the high level of anxiety 
among them are likely different. The completely different ethnic language and 
culture in China likely make students in Group A more anxious than those in the 
other groups. In addition, the characteristics of East Asian cultures, such as 
shyness, inwardness (Hinenoya & Gatbonton, 2000), other-orientation, and child-
rearing practice (Chang, 1997), likely make the students in Group B and C more 
anxious than those in Group A, even though their similar ethnic languages and 
cultures would seem to predict lower levels of anxiety than those found in Group 
A. Therefore, the influence of ethnic backgrounds and the special situation of 
learning Chinese in China contributed to the three ethnic groups’ similar (high) 
levels of anxiety in different ways.  
     The participants in this study showed their anxiety levels increased as their 
age increased. Female students showed a significantly higher level of anxiety than 
male students. Regarding majors, the students with an undecided major had the 
lowest levels of anxiety, while the students majoring in Education had the highest 
levels of anxiety. The students majoring in Economics/Business, East Asian 
studies and Chinese had relatively lower levels of anxiety than those majoring in 
Science, Social Science, Humanities, and Medical Science. 
      The results of the FLCAS showed that the anxiety levels of the 
participants increased as the age of starting to learn Chinese increased. That is, 
the earlier one started to learn Chinese, the less anxiety they had. In contrast, the 
anxiety levels of the students learning other foreign languages decreased as the 
age of starting to learn other foreign languages increased.
the least time (less than 5 hours) studying Chinese outside the class weekly as well 
as those who spent the most time (more than 20 hours) had a lower level of 
anxiety than those in the middle groups. The students who had studied one other 
foreign language had higher levels of anxiety than those who had not studied any 
other foreign languages or who had studied two or more other foreign languages. 





The students who had studied German and Japanese had a lower level of anxiety 
than those who had studied French and Spanish. Students whose goal for 
learning Chinese was to become fluent in listening, speaking, reading and writing 
showed a lower level of anxiety than those students who just wanted to become 
fluent in listening and speaking. The former subgroup was probably more 
confident in their Chinese learning and had a relative higher level of Chinese and 
therefore they choose a more difficult goal. The present study also shows that the 
students who enjoyed learning Chinese have a lower level of anxiety than 
students who do not.  
      7. What factors contribute to the anxiety of American students learning 
Chinese in China among the three ethnic groups? 
Although all previous studies using the FLCAS did not include a factor 
analysis, in order to further explore the FLCAS, the present study did a factor 
analysis of each group. The total mean scores of the FLCAS for Group A, Group 
B and Group C indicated that the three ethnic groups had almost the same level 
of foreign language anxiety. However, the factor analyses found that the contents 
and orders of the factors among the three ethnic groups had some important 
differences. The factor analyses found that each group had six factors. The 
factors for Group A were Nervous and Tense Feeling in Chinese Class, Self-
consciousness in Speaking Chinese, Ease in Chinese Class, Pressure from Chinese 
Class, Worry about Lagging Behind Other Students and Frustrated Feeling in 
Chinese Class, while for Group B were Fear in Interaction with Chinese Teachers 
and Other Students, Self-consciousness in Learning Chinese, Worry about 
Lagging Behind in Chinese Class, Self-consciousness in speaking Chinese, Ease in 
Chinese Class, and Frustrated Feeling in Chinese Class. The factors for Group C 
were Nervousness in speaking Chinese in Chinese Class, Fear in Interaction with 
Chinese Teachers, Fear in Interaction with Other Students in Chinese Class, Ease 
in Chinese Class, Worry about Lagging Behind Teaching Progress of Chinese, 





Nervousness in Chinese class plays a key role as the first factor for both 
Group A and Group C. However, the nervousness in Group A is more intense, 
wide and complicated than that in Group C. It seems to be mixed with other 
negative feelings, such as tension, fear and embarrassment and is also connected 
to various class activities, while in Group C, the nervousness seems to exclusively 
focus on speaking Chinese in Chinese class. The reason for Group A to have this 
kind of nervousness is likely that they are not only learning a less commonly 
taught foreign language in a target country but also facing a radically different 
learning environment and culture. The shyness, inwardness and other-orientation 
of their ethnic culture likely make Group C nervous in speaking Chinese.
Both Group B and Group C have fear in interaction with others as 
factors. However, the fear in interaction with others in Group B is more 
conspicuous, intense, wide, and mixed. In contrast to Groups B and C, Group A 
seems to show no special fear in interaction with others. The differences between 
Group A and Groups B and C suggest that ethnic backgrounds, especially 
cultures, play an important role in foreign language learning, particularly with the 
respect to anxiety. As I explained before, compared with Western culture, East 
Asian cultures have traits of shyness, inwardness and other-orientation. Their 
ethnic cultures likely make Groups B and C particularly feel fearful in interaction 
with others in Chinese class. The American culture and education system likely 
make Group A have no such fear in interaction with others, although they face a 
more alien living and learning environment in China than Groups B and C. 
      Both Group A and Group B but not Group C have Self-consciousness in 
Learning Chinese as a factor. The different ethnic languages and cultures likely 
make Group A’s Chinese learning, especially Chinese writing, more difficult and 
time consuming than for the other two groups. This situation likely forces many 
of the participants in Group A to focus more on spoken Chinese and therefore, 






Chinese is somewhat easier than speaking Chinese and thus, their self-
consciousness involves both speaking and writing Chinese.  
All three groups include Worry about Lagging Behind as a factor but the 
contents of the Worry about Lagging Behind factors have some important 
differences. Group B worries about lagging behind in Chinese class, which is a 
little wider than that in Groups A and C. The worry in Group A specifically 
focuses on lagging behind other students, while in Group C, the worry 
concentrates on lagging behind the teaching practices. 
      All three groups have Ease in Chinese Class as a factor, but the rank of 
the factor in Group A is higher than that in Groups B and C.  It seems that 
American culture and learning experiences make Group A relatively more relaxed 
in learning Chinese, though they face tougher learning tasks and a more alien 
learning environment in comparison with Groups B and C. 
       Both Group A and Group B have a factor of Frustrated Feeling in 
Chinese Class. However, the content of the factor shows some differences. For 
Group A, it concerns teachers’ corrections and students’ own speaking in the 
class, and for Group B, it is about tests and comparisons with other classes. Only 
Group C includes a factor of Confidence in Interaction with Native Speakers. 
Group C also has more factors concentrating on interaction with others. It seems 
that Group C’s Chinese language and cultural backgrounds and the advantage of 
their learning environment make them pay more attention to interaction with 
others and more confident in their interactions with local people.  
 
                          Conclusions 
 
      1. The present study has identified some unique and important 
characteristics of American college students studying Chinese in China and 
provided an overall profile of them. This study has identified three main ethnic 






background, Non-Chinese Asian background and Chinese background. This 
study shows that different ethnic language and culture backgrounds play an 
important role in Chinese learning in China. Significant demographic differences 
among the three ethnic groups are found in the areas of age, gender, majors, age 
of starting to learn Chinese, the hours spent on studying Chinese outside class, 
age of starting to learn other languages, other languages studied and self-
perspectives on Chinese proficiency compared with the natives.       
      Among the American students studying Chinese in China, this study has 
found that most of the students were Sophomores, Juniors and Seniors aged 18 
to 23, majored in Humanities and Economics/Business, started to learn a foreign 
language between 11 to 15, studied at least one additional foreign language for 
three years or more and traveled to other countries.  Most of the students started 
to learn Chinese between 18 and 22, studied Chinese for two years or less, 
studied Chinese in China for less than one year and spent 5 to 15 hours studying 
Chinese outside of class weekly. Most of the students had a Chinese learning goal 
for becoming fluent in listening, speaking, reading and writing, enjoyed language 
learning, thought themselves as good language learners, rated their overall 
proficiency in Chinese language in the class as excellent and good, and rated their 
overall proficiency in Chinese language as poor compared with natives. 
      2. This study has found some important differences among the three 
ethnic groups in their motivation towards learning Chinese, beliefs about 
language learning and learning Chinese in China and foreign language anxiety. 
The different ethnic language and culture backgrounds likely play an important 
role for these differences.  
      For motivations towards learning Chinese, an overwhelming majority of 
the students in Group C were motivated by “Family influence”, a much higher 
rate of “Interest in language” found in Groups A and B than in Group C, and a 
much stronger “Interest in culture” in Group A than in Groups B and C are the 





differences: Groups A and B are more concerned about learning Chinese for 
their future career than Group C; Group B has a much higher rate of studying 
Chinese as a required elective than Groups A and C; and Groups A and B have 
more students who study Chinese because of “Friend and relative influence” than 
Group C.  
The most important factors for Group A, Group B and Group C to 
study Chinese in China are “More effective”, “More interesting” and an 
“Authentic learning environment” respectively. More students regard studying 
Chinese in China as their “important experience for future career” in Group A 
than in Groups B and C, while more students go to China to study by “Friend 
influence” in Groups B and C than in Group A.  
For beliefs about language learning, the three ethnic groups have showed 
some important differences. Much more students believe that Chinese is a 
difficult language in Group C than in Groups A and B. The reason might be 
Group C’s much higher goal for reading and writing Chinese. The students in 
Group B show more confidence in the belief that they can ultimately learn to 
speak the target language very well than those in Groups A and C, while the 
students in Group C show a much higher disagreement with the belief that 
“People who are good at mathematics or science are not good at learning foreign 
languages” than those in Groups B and C. The students in Group A has a much 
stronger belief about necessity and importance of learning Chinese culture, 
studying Chinese in China and practicing Chinese with Chinese people than those 
in Groups B and C.                                                                                            
The three ethnic groups also have important differences for beliefs about 
learning Chinese in China. Comparing Chinese language teachers in China with 
those in the U.S., Group B favors the Chinese language teachers in China, while 
Group A favors the Chinese language teachers in the U.S. Group B also has a 
higher evaluation of the Chinese programs in China than Groups A and C. The 





be their better English proficiency, greater awareness of American culture and 
more flexible and interesting instructional methods. The higher evaluation of 
Chinese language programs and Chinese language teachers in China in Group B 
is not surprising since most of the Chinese language programs in China, 
textbooks and teaching methods were originally designed for students from their 
same ethnic background.      
The present study found that participants have a high level of foreign 
language anxiety but the degree of anxiety does not differ among the three ethnic 
groups. However, the reasons for the high level of the anxiety for the three ethic 
groups may be different. The different ethnic language and culture in China likely 
make Group A more anxious than the other two groups, even though American 
culture and their previous foreign language learning experience in the U.S. should 
make them less anxious. The characteristics of East Asian culture, such as 
shyness, inwardness (Hinenoya & Gatbonton, 2000), other-oriented 
consideration and more restrictive child-rearing practices (Chang, 1997), likely 
contribute to anxiety in Groups B and C, even though their similar ethnic 
languages and cultures should reduce their anxiousness in learning Chinese in 
China. The influence of ethnic backgrounds and the special situation of learning 
Chinese in China likely cause the three ethnic groups almost the same high level 
of the anxiety, but the reasons for the anxiety are different for the three groups. 
      The present study was the first to conduct a factor analysis of the FLCAS. 
The three factor analyses for the three different ethnic groups statistically 
explored and compared the sources of foreign language anxiety. Each group 
showed six factors but the factors in the three groups show some import 
differences in the contents, sources and order. Both group A and Group B have 
“nervousness” in Chinese Class as factor 1, but nervousness in Group A is more 
intense, wide and complicated than that in Group C.  It seems to be mixed with 
some other negative feelings and connected to various class activities, while in 





class. The reason for Group A to have such nervousness is likely that they are not 
only learning a less commonly taught foreign language in the target country but 
also facing a different and sometime even opposite learning environment and 
culture. The shyness, inwardness and other-oriented consideration from their 
ethnic culture likely make Group C nervous in speaking Chinese in Chinese class.  
The differences related to ethnic language and cultural backgrounds and 
the situation of learning Chinese in China can be also found among other factors 
in the three groups.  Both Group B and Group C have a fear in interaction with 
others as a factor, but in contrast, Group A shows no special fear in interaction 
with others as a factor. As I explained before, compared with Western culture, 
East Asian culture has the traits of the shyness, inwardness and other-oriented 
consideration. Their ethnic cultures likely make Groups B and C particularly feel 
fearful in interaction with others in Chinese class. Both Group A and Group B 
have the Self-consciousness in Learning Chinese as a factor, but their focuses 
show the difference. The difficulty and time consuming of learning Chinese 
writing makes Group A’s self-consciousness focusing on spoken Chinese, while 
the relative easiness in writing Chinese than in speaking Chinese makes Group 
B’s self-consciousness involves both speaking and writing Chinese.  
The present study shows that all three groups have Worry about Lagging Behind 
as a factor but the contents of Worry about Lagging Behind show some 
differences. Group B is concerning lagging behind Chinese class, which is a little 
wider than that in Group A and Group C. The worry in Group A specifically 
focuses on lagging behind other students, while in Group C, the worry 
concentrates on lagging behind the teaching practices. These differences are also 
likely related to their different ethnic backgrounds and learning situations. The 
similar causes can also be found among other factor differences. For example, all 
three groups have Ease in Chinese class as a factor, but the rank of the factor is 
higher than Groups B and C. It is likely that American culture and their multiple 





though they face tougher learning tasks and alien learning environment in 
comparison with Groups B and C. Among the three groups, only Group C has a 
factor of Confidence in Interaction with Native Speakers and it also has more 
factors concentrating on interaction with others. It seems that Group C’s Chinese 
language and culture backgrounds, a relatively high level of spoken Chinese and 
the advantage of their learning environment make them pay more attention to 
interaction with others and confident in interaction with local people.  
      3. For beliefs about language learning, this study has found some 
important differences between American students learning Chinese in China and 
American students learning foreign languages in U.S. and EFL students in their 
own countries. Contrary to the overly-optimistic beliefs about the time 
requirements for language learning found in several other studies (Horwitz, 1999), 
the participants in this study were more realistic. The characteristics of the 
Chinese language and the traditional Chinese curriculum, likely make the 
participants have a stronger belief about the importance of learning vocabulary 
and grammar and speaking the target language with excellent pronunciation than 
the American students learning German, French and Spanish (Horwitz, 1988). 
However, this belief in the present study is similar to that in Oh’s (1996) study of 
Japanese learners. Fewer students in this study believe that previous foreign 
language learning experience helps in learning a new one than those in Horwitz’s 
(1988) study. The participants’ instrumental belief about jobs is higher than found 
in American students studying German, French and Spanish and Japanese 
(Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1995 and Oh, 1996), but lower than EFL students (Yang, 
1992; Park, 1995; Truitt, 1995; Kunt, 1997 and Kim-Yoon, 2000). Importantly, 
their integrative motivational beliefs about learning culture and having target 
language friends are much stronger than that of the students in all previous 
studies.  
      Another important finding in this study is that the participants are divided 





because of their different ethnic backgrounds. (Please see the previous discussion 
comparing the beliefs about language learning and learning Chinese in China and 
the factors contributing to foreign language anxiety among the three ethnic 
groups).  
      4. American students learning Chinese in China are highly motivated 
foreign language learners. They have both strong instrumental and integrative 
motivations to learn Chinese, especially the latter. The five most common factors 
that motivated the participants to learn Chinese were: “Interested in culture”, 
“Interested in language”, “Need it for own future career goal”, “Influenced by 
family” and “Need it for travel”. They especially believe that studying in China is 
more effective, more interesting and more authentic. Contrary to the pessimistic 
job expectations of American students studying commonly taught foreign 
languages in the U.S., the participants in this study have optimistic job 
expectations. Compared with American students learning commonly taught 
foreign languages and EFL students, they have a much stronger desire to learn 
the target culture, speak the target language well, practice the target language with 
natives and to have target language friends. 
      5. American students learning Chinese in China are confident but highly 
anxious foreign language learners. A substantial majority of them had a long 
history of foreign language learning, enjoyed learning languages, perceived 
themselves as good language learners, rated their overall proficiency in Chinese 
language as excellent and believed that they would ultimately learn to speak 
Chinese very well. However, they also have the highest levels of foreign language 
anxiety found in studies using the FLCAS, including both commonly and less 
commonly taught foreign languages learners in the U.S. (Horwitz, 1986; Oh, 1996 
and Aida, 1994) and EFL learners in their own countries (Truitt, 1997; Yan, 1998 
and Kunt, 1997). The main reason for the high level of anxiety is likely the 
situation of learning a less commonly taught foreign language abroad and the 





methods. Among the participants in this study, the level of anxiety consistently 
increases as the age of the groups or the age of starting to learn Chinese increases. 
In contrast, anxiety levels consistently decrease as the age of starting to learn 
other foreign languages increases. Female students have a higher level of the 
anxiety than male students in this study. The students whose goal of learning 
Chinese was to become fluent in listening, speaking, reading and writing have 
lower levels of anxiety than those who just wanted to become fluent in listening 
and speaking. The students who enjoyed learning Chinese have lower levels of 
anxiety than those who did not.  
      6. The present study supports Gardner et al.’s Socio-Educational model 
of Second Language Acquisition about the important role of the socio-cultural 
milieu in second language learning (Gardner et al., 1983; Gardner, 1985 and 
Gardner et al., 1999). Gardner et al. pointed out, “The socio-cultural milieu plays 
an important role in that it can influence individuals of attitudes, motivation, and 
anxiety as well as the relative importance that these attributes play in the language 
learning process”. “Individuals’ early experiences in a specific socio-cultural 
context could be expected to play a role in the development of their attitudes and 
motivation associated with second language learning. More over, their 
experiences in the home, which may or may not be the same as their experiences 
in the social environment, could similarly influence their attitudes and 
motivation” (Garner et al. 1999, p.422).  In the present study, because of the 
influence of their ethnic languages and cultures in the home, both Group B and 
Group C, especially Group C, have different motivational characteristics towards 
learning Chinese and studying Chinese in China, different beliefs about Chinese 
learning, and different sources of foreign language anxiety, though the three 
ethnic groups live in the same socio-cultural context of the U.S. and study in the 
same learning environment in China. The early experiences of the participants in 
their, homes and communities, play an important role in the development of their 





      7. The present study supports the argument of Horwitz (2000, 2001) and 
MacIntyre (1995a, 1995b) for the existence of language anxiety independent of 
first or general language learning disabilities. In a series of studies, Sparks and 
Ganshow and their colleges (Parks & Ganshow, 1991; 1993a; 1993b; Parks & 
Ganshow, et al 1995; 1997; 1998 and 2000) questioned the general construct of 
foreign language anxiety. They put forward the Linguistic Coding Differences 
Hypothesis (LCDH) that “FL learning is based primarily on one’s native language 
learning ability (i.e., language aptitude), students’ anxiety about FL learning is 
likely to be a consequence of their FL learning difficulties, and students’ language 
learning ability is a confounding variable when studying the impact of effective 
differences (e.g., anxiety, motivation, attitude) on FL learning” (Sparks et al 2000, 
p.251). Horwitz and MacIntyre argued that the Linguistic Coding Differences 
Hypothesis could not explain all anxiety reactions and made a significant 
omission by assigning mere epiphenomenal status to affective variables in general 
and language anxiety in particular.  
      The present study shows supports the existence of language anxiety 
independent of first or general language learning disabilities. Group B and Group 
C, especially Group C, have great advantages in learning Chinese in China since 
their ethnic language and culture backgrounds are similar to and even the same as 
the target language, target culture and learning environment. According to the 
Linguistic Coding Differences Hypothesis, Groups B and C should have less 
difficulty learning Chinese in China and therefore should have less anxiety than 
English-speaking Chinese learners. However, the current study shows high levels 
of anxiety in Group B and Group C, the same or even a little higher than those 
found in Group A.  The characteristics of East Asian culture, such as shyness, 
inwardness (Hinenoya & Gatbonton, 2000), other oriented consideration, and 
controlling child-rearing practice (Chang, 1997), likely make Groups B and C 
have almost same high levels of anxiety as Group A. As argued throughout this 





contribute the different anxiety levels found in this study. The findings of this 
study show that ethnic languages and culture backgrounds, learning 
environments, and personal learning experiences can increase or decrease levels 
of foreign language anxiety.
 
                         Implications 
 
      The present study might be the first to provide a view of the reasons for 
study, language beliefs and foreign language anxiety of American students 
studying Chinese in China as well as that of American students learning a less 
commonly taught foreign language in the target language country. This study is 
also the first to explore motivation, language learning beliefs and foreign language 
anxiety of American students learning a less commonly taught foreign language 
by focusing on their ethnic language and culture backgrounds. The findings of 
the present study provide new insights on the backgrounds, motivations, 
language learning beliefs and foreign language anxiety of students studying a less 
commonly taught foreign language in a target language country.  
      Because of the general difficulty and usefulness of less commonly taught 
foreign languages, students of less commonly taught foreign languages are an 
especially interesting learner group. As this study indicates, the backgrounds, 
especially ethnic language and cultural backgrounds, play an important role in 
learning a less commonly taught foreign language. The influence of ethnic 
language and cultural backgrounds, is likely to be found in the motivation, 
language learning beliefs and foreign language anxiety of students learning a less 
commonly taught foreign language. Therefore, it is important to pay special 
attention to learners’ backgrounds, especially their ethnic language and cultural 
backgrounds, when exploring the learning phenomena associated with learning 






      Generally speaking, the difference between the socio-cultural contexts of 
learning environments in a country of a less commonly taught foreign language 
and that of the U.S. is more complicated than that between the U.S. and a 
country of a commonly taught foreign language. It is therefore essential to 
explore the role of learners’ ethnic language and cultural backgrounds to 
understand how students approach less commonly taught languages.   
      Few studies have addressed the affective characteristics of American 
students learning Chinese. Previous studies either considered Chinese learners as 
a single group, such as Samimy & Lee’s (1997) study of language beliefs of first-
year Chinese learners and their instructors at the Ohio State University, or 
excluded Non-Asian background students, such as Wen’s (1997) study of 
motivational factors of American students learning Chinese at the University of 
Houston. The present study explores the affective characteristics of American 
students studying Chinese within their ethnic language and cultural groups. As the 
findings of this study show, there are some striking differences among Non-
Asian, Asian and Chinese background students, and therefore, in order to explain 
the affective characteristics of American students learning Chinese, it is necessary 
to explore the role of the ethnic language and cultural backgrounds among the 
different ethnic groups learning Chinese, especially because of the rapid increase 
of Non-Asian background students in recent years. 
      The findings of the role of ethnic language and culture backgrounds in 
learning a less commonly taught foreign language (Chinese) in the target language 
country (China) in this study provide a new theoretical explanation for some of 
the affective differences that have been found among foreign language learners. 
For example, based on the role of ethnic language and culture backgrounds 
found in this study, a better possible explanation, for the surprisingly lower level 
of anxiety of Japanese learners than French and Russian learners in Saito, 
Horwitz & and Garza’s (1999) study of foreign language reading anxiety is 





learners were substantially lower than learners of French, or Russian, They also 
concluded that “ the role of culture and other background knowledge in reading 
anxiety is somewhat perplexing” because students of Japanese indicated less 
anxiety than students of French and Russian on the survey items such as 
“Japanese (French, Russian) culture and ideas seem very foreign to me” (11% 
versus 50% and 52%) and “You have to know so much about Japanese (French, 
Russian) history and culture in order to read Japanese” (15% versus 71% and 
69%). Their study also showed a much higher percentage of students of French 
and Russian endorsing the statement “I would be happy just learn to speak” 
(60% and 83% versus 16%) and “The hardest part of learning (French, Russian, 
Japanese) is learning to read” (74% and 88% versus 28%).  Saito, Horwitz and 
Garzy hypathesize that “Students of Japanese might have been more motivated 
and psychologically prepared for the script and other reading difficulties than 
students studying the more commonly taught languages” (p.212-213). 
      A better possible explanation for “a surprisingly lower level of anxiety of 
Japanese learners on some items of anxiety” in Saito, Horwitz & and Garza’s 
(1999) study might be the role of ethic language and culture backgrounds. There 
are likely a much larger percentage of students with ethnic backgrounds from 
East Asia and Southeast Asia among the learners of Japanese than among the 
learners of French and Russian. Most of these students are already familiar with 
some of Japanese language system and culture because of their own ethic 
language and culture backgrounds. Even for students without Asian 
backgrounds, compared with learners of French and Russian, learning to read 
Japanese is not so difficult, especially for beginners, even though Japanese is a 
less commonly taught foreign language.  A large portion of written Japanese is 
Grairaigo (loanwords from other languages) and 90% of them came from 
English (Shinnouchi, 2000). Katakanas and Hiraganas are two forms of Japanese 
alphabetic-like phonetic and writing symbols. Grairaigo words are written in 





written in Hiraganas, which can also be used to write for all Chinese characters 
(Kanji) (a very common situation in low level of Japanese). Therefore, the 
influence of ethic language and culture backgrounds added to the special 
characteristics of the language likely explain the substantially lower levels of 
anxiety found in the Japanese learners.  
      The role of ethnic language and culture backgrounds might also explain 
the different levels of foreign language anxiety found among EFL students. Kunt 
(1997) in her study of EFL students in Turkish-Cyprus concluded “Turkish-
speaking university students have low foreign language anxiety compared to 
students in other studies which is sort of surprising” (p.134). Compared with the 
ethnic language and culture backgrounds and the learning environments of EFL 
students in East Asian countries (Truitt, 1995 and Yan, 1998), the ethnic language 
and culture backgrounds and the learning environments of Turkish EFL students 
in Turkish-Cyprus are much closer to the English language system and Western 
culture. The shyness, inwardness (Hinenoya & Gatbonton, 2000), other-oriented 
consideration and more restrictive and controlling child-rearing practice (Chang, 
1997) of East Asian culture as well as the contrasting language systems likely 
make EFL students in East Asian countries much more anxious than the EFL 
students in Turkey. 
      The present study also found that the American students studying 
Chinese in China highly valued the opportunity of learning Chinese abroad, but 
they evaluated learning Chinese in Chinese society as more important and useful 
than learning Chinese in Chinese language class in China.  They had very high 
levels of both instrumental and integrative motivations, especially the latter, 
though the sources of motivations for the three ethnic groups showed some 
differences. The curricula of Chinese programs, the textbooks and the instruction 
of teachers should consider and reflect these motivational desires and needs.  
      The findings of this study have indicated that American students studying 






studies using the FLCAS. This finding is logical and understandable, considering 
the situation of learning a less commonly taught foreign language in the target 
country. However, there is a need to reduce the level of students’ anxiety, by 
improving the learning environment, the quality of teachers and instructional 
methods based on students’ backgrounds, especially ethnic languages and 
cultures, goals for learning Chinese and previous Chinese language learning 
experiences. 
      The present study is the first to perform a factor analysis of the FLCAS. 
The three factor analyses for the three different ethnic groups explored and 
compared the content and anxiety sources among the three ethnic groups. 
Further factor analyses of the FLCAS should lead to a better understanding of 
foreign language anxiety and how it functions in language learning.   
      Although the Chinese programs involved in this studied are labeled as 
Chinese programs for American students, it is likely more suitable for the 
students in Group B than Groups A or C, with respect to the contents goals, and 
methods of instruction. The textbooks, activities and teaching methods came 
from Chinese programs originally designed for Japanese, Korean and Southeast 
Asian students.  There is a need to establish different Chinese programs which 
pay special attention to the different needs of students based on their ethnic 
language and culture backgrounds, learning goals, Chinese learning experiences, 
and other factors.  
      The findings of this study show that the students in Group A favored the 
Chinese language teachers in the U.S. over those in China. In order to improve 
their Chinese teaching, especially to Non-Asian background students, the 
Chinese teachers in China need to familiarize themselves with English language 
and American culture, to learn about differences between the Chinese language 
and culture and English language and American culture. They also need to 
familiarize themselves with Western theories and methods of second language 





The findings of the similarities and differences in reasons for learning the 
language and studying abroad, beliefs about language learning and foreign 
language anxiety among the heritage and non-heritage learner of Chinese in this 
study might be also useful for studies of heritage and non-heritage learners of 
commonly taught foreign languages, such as Spanish learners. The ethnic 
languages and cultures also play an important role in commonly taught foreign 
language learners, though the role might be not so obvious and the areas and 
functions of the role might be quite different. The fastest growing of heritage 
language populations in the U.S. is Spanish-speaking immigrants and Americans 
of Hispanic descent who come from Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, and Central 
and South American backgrounds. Both heritage and non-heritage Spanish 
learners have increased rapidly recently (Lewelling et al, 1999; IIE, 2004). 
Campbell (1996) indicated that the average heritage language student possesses a 
level of competence in many aspects of his or her ancestral language that far 
exceeds what typical students in foreign language courses can attain after many 
years of formal study. Lewelling and Peyton (1999) found some different 
characteristics of language skills and attitude towards bilingualism among the 
different generations of heritage Spanish learners. Valdes (1997) claimed that 
heritage students enrolled in Spanish courses for a number of reasons, including a 
desire to reactivate the Spanish they have learned in the past and develop it 
further, to learn more about their language and cultural heritage, to acquire 
literacy skills in Spanish, to enhance career opportunities, or to fulfill a foreign 
language requirement. Bills (1997) concluded that Spanish instruction that had 
been developed for monolingual English speakers was inappropriate for Spanish 
speakers. There is an increased number of studies of heritage learners of Spanish, 
but very few studies focusing on the role of ethnic languages and cultures among 
heritage and non-heritage Spanish learners. Exploring the similarities and 
differences of affective characteristics between heritage and non-heritage Spanish 






                         Limitations 
 
In interpreting the findings, one should keep in mind several limitations 
of this study. First, this study was based on a sample of 133 American college 
students learning Chinese in seven key universities in four large cities in China in 
the spring and summer semesters of 2000. Although the sample of this study is 
4.52% of the target population and the subjects for this study may be 
representative of American students learning Chinese in China as a cultural 
group, the composition of the subjects was not sufficiently large to justify a 
generalization about all American students learning Chinese in China. Therefore, 
the findings of this study cannot be statistically generalizable as to the learning 
characteristics of all American students learning Chinese in China. 
Second, two of the three research instruments used in this study, the 
Beliefs about Language Learning Inventory and the Foreign Language Classroom 
Anxiety Scale, were not specifically designed for American students learning a 
less commonly taught foreign language in a target language country but designed 
primarily for students learning commonly taught foreign languages in the U.S. 
They were chosen for this study because they were the most suitable instruments 
available at the time when this study was designed.  
        Third, the factor analysis included in this study should be reviewed as 
exploratory only. The limited number of participants in this study makes the 
participant to item ratios insufficient for a true factor analysis. 
           Fourth, since the subjects had come from different universities all over 
the U.S. and studied in different universities in China, the experiences in different 
Chinese programs in the universities in the U.S. and in China might have 





Fifth, individual differences in linguistic capabilities and previous 
knowledge of Chinese language and culture were not controlled and might have 
influenced subjects’ subjects to respond differently. 
Sixth, although a substantial majority of the subjects enrolled in the 
Chinese programs for less than six months, some participants stayed in China for 
more than six months. The different terms and durations might have influenced 
their thoughts and opinions on some items differently. 
Seventh, the Chinese study programs the subjects enrolled in China were 
not equivalent. 
Eighth, since self-report measure instruments were used in this study, the 
results depended on subjects’ ability and willingness to respond accurately to the 
items.  
 
              Recommendations for Further Research 
 
      There are several recommendations for further research. First, the 
findings of this study differed considerable from some other studies using the 
BALLI and the FLCAS. The differences might result from learning a less 
commonly taught foreign language in the target language country or from just 
learning Chinese in China. Therefore, before any generalization can be made, a 
replication of this study in a similar environment of learning less commonly 
taught foreign languages in the target language countries, such as learning 
Chinese in China and Taiwan, learning Japanese in Japan, or learning Arabic in 
Arabian countries is necessary.  
      Second, in order to more thoroughly explore and expound the subjects’ 
reasons for learning Chinese, beliefs about language learning and foreign 
language anxiety, future research should involve interviews and observations of 





      Third, this study found that the ethnic language and culture backgrounds 
played an important role in American students studying Chinese in China. Future 
research should explore if ethnic language and culture backgrounds play a similar 
role in other foreign languages learners, including learners of both commonly and 
less commonly taught foreign languages as well as domestic and foreign 
environments.  
      Fourth, since the findings of this study came from American students 
studying Chinese in China and no similar study has been done in the U.S., future 
research should focus on learners of Chinese in the U.S. at home and abroad to 
find similarities and differences among learners of Chinese in domestic and 
foreign environments.  
Fifth, since the subjects in this study have various Chinese levels, it would 
be useful to determine whether learners of Chinese with different Chinese levels 
have different motivations towards learning Chinese, beliefs about language 
learning and foreign language anxiety. 
      Sixth, because of the small population of American students studying 
Chinese in China and the small sample available in this study, especially students 
enrolled in long-term Chinese programs, this study did not divide the subjects 
according to the different durations of studying Chinese in China. Future 
research with large samples may divide subjects based on their duration in target 
language countries and find if there are important differences among them. 
      Seventh, because of the rapidly increase of Non-Asian students of  
Chinese, future research needs to pay special attention to them and explore their 

































                                                   APPENDIX A 
 
                                              CONSENT FORM 
                            
      Motivation, beliefs about language leaning and foreign language anxiety:  
                    A study of American students learning Chinese in China 
 
You are invited to participate in a study on motivation, beliefs about language leaning 
and foreign language anxiety among American university students studying Chinese in 
China. My name is Jiayong Le, and I am a graduate student at the University of Texas at 
Austin in the Foreign Language Education Program. My sponsoring faculty and doctoral 
supervisor is professor Elaine Horwitz, Ph.D. This study will be done for my 
dissertation. You were selected as a potential participant in this study because you are an 
American university student studying Chinese in China.  
 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you decide to participate, you will 
be asked to fill out three questionnaires. There are no right or wrong answers. This study 
will provide an interesting opportunity for you to understand what you think and feel 
about learning a less commonly taught foreign language abroad. 
 
Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect you in any way. You are free 
to withdraw from the study at any time. All information obtained in this study from 
participants will remain in total confidentiality. Only my supervisor Dr. Elaine Horwitz 
and I will have access to this information. No personal information will be revealed to 
third parties without your permission. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to ask me. If you like, I will discuss the result 
of the study with you when it is concluded. You may also contact me, Jiayong Le, or my 
supervisor Dr. Elaine Horwitz at the following addresses and telephone numbers if you 
have any questions later. 
 
Jiayong Le                                                                            Jiayong Le 
3375 Lake Austin Blvd. # C                                                Rm 206, No. 158 
Austin, Texas 78703                                                            Peng Pu Xin Cun 
(512) 320-9925                                                                   Shanghai 200435 
                                                                                            (8621) 5683-0733 
Dr. Elaine Horwitz 
The University of Texas at Austin 
Foreign Language Education, SZB528 
Austin, Texas 78712-1295 
(512) 471-4078  
 
____________________________________          ____________________ 
Signature of Participant                                                Date 
 
____________________________________          ____________________                        





                                                       APPENDIX B 
 
                                 BACKGROUND QUESTIONAIRE 
 
Please answer the following questions or check the appropriate response. This is for  
research purposes only and your responses will be kept confidential at all times. 
 









(4). American Indian_____ 
(5). Asian or Pacific Islander (except Chinese)______ 
(6). Chinese born in the U.S.______   or in mainland China or Taiwan ______  or   
       in other countries (specific)____________. 
(7). Other (specific)_____________________________________ 
 






(6). Other (specific)______ 
 
4.  How long have you been in China? 
(1). Less than one year_______ 
(2). One or two years_______ 
(3). Three or four years______ 
(4). More than 5 years_______ 
 
5.  At what age and where did you start to study Chinese?                                
(1)_______ (age)   
(2)_______(country) 
 
     6.How many years have you studied Chinese? 
(1). Less than one year_______ 
(2). One or two years_______ 
(3). Three or four years______ 






7. Have you studied other languages other than English and Chinese?  
    Yes_____ No_____ 
     If yes,  
(1). Which language/languages did you study? ______ 
 (2). How long did you study? _____ 
(3). At what age did you start to study? ______ 
 
8. If yes, do you consider yourself a good language learner? 
(1). Not at all______ 
(2). Not very ______. 
(3). Slightly_______ 
(4). Fairly_______ 
(5). Very much_______ 
 
 
9.  Have you ever traveled to or lived in a foreign language country (except  
    China)?  Yes______ No______ 
    If yes, which country? _______  
               for how many years?______ 
 
10. What is your native language? 
(1). English ______  
(2). Spanish_______  
(3). Chinese_______ 
(4). Japanese_______  
(5). Other_______ 
 
11. What is your major or specialty? 
(1). Humanities (specific)_______ 
(2). Social sciences (specific)_______ 
(3). Medical sciences (specific)_______ 
(4). Education (specific)_______ 
(5). Sciences (specific)________ 
(6). Other (specific)_______   
 
12. How many hours do you study Chinese outside of class per week? 
(1). Less than 5 hours______ 
(2). 5 to 10 hours______ 
(3). 11 to 15 hours______ 
(4). 16 to 20 hours______ 
(5). More than 20 hours______ 
 
13. For how many years did you study this language in your country? 
(1). One year______ 
(2). Two years______ 
(3). Three years______ 





(4). I did not study this language in my country______ 
 
14. Does anyone in your immediate family speak this language? Mark all those which 
apply. 
(1). Yes, my parents (one or more)_______ 
(2). Yes, my grandparents (one or more)______ 
(3). Yes, my brothers and/or sisters (one or more)______ 
(4). No______ 
 
15. Why do you want to learn Chinese? Mark all those which apply in the order of the  
      importance. 
(1). Influenced by parents or other family members ______ 
(2). Influenced by friends or relatives______ 
(3). Interest in the language______ 
(4). Interest in culture_______ 
(5). Required by major_______ 
(6). Required to take an elective to graduated______ 
(7). Need for my future career goal______ 
(8). Need for travel______ 
(9). Other (list)____________________________________________________ 
 
(16). Why do you choose to study Chinese in China? Mark all those which apply in the  
      order of the importance. 
(1). More interesting______ 
(2). More effective_______ 
(3). An authentic environment_______ 
(4). An important experience for my future career_______ 
(5). My parents’ requirement_______ 
(6). Friends’ influenced ______ 
(7). Other (list)______________________________________________________ 
 
17. My goal in learning Chinese to become fluent in 
(1). Reading and writing______ 
(2). Speaking and listening______ 
(3). Both______ 
 
18. Do you enjoy language learning? 
    Yes______ No______ 
 
19. How do you rate your overall proficiency in Chinese language as compared with the 
  
      proficiency of other students in your class? 
      Excellent______ Good______ Fair______ Poor______ 
 
20. What do you rate your overall proficiency in Chinese as compared with the  
      proficiency of native speakers of Chinese? 





                                                  APPENDIX C 
 
 BELIEFS ABOUT LANGUAGE LEARNING  
                          INVENTORY 
 
Below are beliefs that some people have about learning foreign languages. Read each 
statement and then decide if you: (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) neither agree nor 
disagree, (4) disagree, (5) strongly disagree. There are no right or wrong answers. 
Please share your honest opinion and circle the right number. 
 
1.  It is easier for children than adults to learn a foreign language. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2.  Some people have a special ability for learning foreign languages. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
   
3.  Some languages are easier to learn than others.  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
4.  Chinese is: 
(1) a very difficult language 
(2) a difficult language 
(3) a language of medium difficulty 
(4) an easy language 
(5) a very easy language 
 
5.  I believe that I will ultimately learn to speak this language very well. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
6.  People from my country are good at learning foreign languages. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
7.  It is important to speak Chinese with excellent pronunciation. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
8.  It is necessary to know about Chinese cultures in order to learn to speak Chinese well. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
  
9.  You shouldn't say anything in Chinese until you can say it correctly. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
  
10.  It is easier for someone who already speaks a foreign language to learn another one.  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
11.  People who are good at mathematics or science are not good at learning foreign                                 
languages.   






12.  It is best to learn Chinese in an Chinese speaking country. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
      
13.  I enjoy practicing Chinese with Chinese people that I meet. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
   
14.  It's O.K. to guess if you don't know a word in Chinese. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
   
15.  If someone spent one hour a day learning a language, how long would it take them 
      to speak the language very well:  
(1) Less than a year 
(2) 1-2 years 
(3) 3-5 years 
(4) 5-10 years 
(5) You can’t learn a language in one hour a day  
   
16.  I have a special ability for learning foreign languages. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
  
17.  The most important part of learning a foreign language is learning vocabulary words.  
  1 2 3 4 5 
  
18.  It is important to repeat and practice a lot.    
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
19.  Women are better than men at learning foreign languages. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
  
20.  People in my country feel that it is important to speak Chinese. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
  
21.  I feel timid speaking English with other people.                      1
 2 3 4 5 
 
22.  If beginning students are permitted to make errors in Chinese, it will be difficult for 
them to speak correctly later on. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
   
23.  The most important part of reaming a foreign language is learning the grammar.  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
24.  I would like to learn Chinese so that I can get to know Chinese people better. 






 25.  It is easier to speak than understand a foreign language. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
26.  It is important to practice with cassettes or tapes.  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
27.  Learning a foreign language is different than learning other academic subjects.  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
28.  The most important part of learning Chinese is learning how to translate from my 
native language.  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
29.  If I learn Chinese very well, I will have better opportunities for a good job. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
30.  People who speak more than one language are very intelligent. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
  
31.  I want to learn to speak Chinese well. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
32.  I would like to have Chinese friends.        
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
33.  Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language.  
      1 2 3 4 5 
 
34.  It is easier to read and write Chinese than to speak and understand it. 



















    
 
 
                                               APPENDIX D 
 
                                      BALLI PLUS 
 
 
35.  I want to learn to write Chinese well.  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
36. Students should start with Roman letter (pinyin) when they begin 
   to learn  Chinese. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
37.  Chinese Characters should be introduced as early as possible. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
38.  I believe that the pronunciation of Chinese is the most difficult part of learning   
       Chinese. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
39.  I believe that learning Chinese Characters is the most difficult part of learning   
       Chinese. 
 1   2 3 4 5 
 
40.  I believe that if I can recognize the meaning of the Chinese characters, it is not   
important to be able to write the Chinese characters. 
 1  2 3 4 5 
 
41.  I believe that if I want to learn Chinese well I must study Chinese aboard. 
 1  2 3 4 5 
 
42.  The methods of Chinese language teaching are more effective in China than in the                                         
U.S.  
 1  2 3 4 5 
 
43.  Instruction of Chinese language class in China is more interesting than those in the        
U.S. 
 1  2 3 4 5 
 
44.  Compared with Chinese language class, learning Chinese in Chinese society is more    
important and useful. 
 1  2 3 4 5 
 





 1  2 3 4 5 
 
46.  Chinese language teachers in China are better overall than those in the U.S. 
 1  2 3 4 5 
47.  Do you have any other beliefs about learning Chinese, which are not mentioned            
above? 













































                                                     APPENDIX E 
 
           FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSROOM ANXIETY SCALE 
 
 
Directions: This section contains items that may reflect your feelings about your Chinese  
class. Please read each item and indicate (circle the number) whether you (1) strongly 
agree, (2) agree, (3) neutral, (4) disagree, (5) strongly disagree. 
 
1.  I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my Chinese class. 
      1 2 3   4         5 
 
2.  I don't worry about making mistakes in my Chinese class. 
 1 2 3                          4                       5 
  
3.  I tremble when I know that I’ m going to be called on in my Chinese class. 
 1 2 3                 4                        5 
 
4.  It frightens me when I don't understand what the teacher is saying in the Chinese 
class. 
          1 2                3                          4                       5 
 
5.  It wouldn't bother me at all to take more Chinese language classes. 
              1            2          3          4              5 
 
6.  During Chinese class, I find myself thinking about things that have nothing to do 
with the course. 
 1 2 3     4                           5 
 
7.  I keep thinking that the other students are better at Chinese than I am. 
              1            2          3         4               5 
 
8.  I am usually at ease during tests in my Chinese class. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
  
9.  I start to panic when I have to speak without preparation in Chinese class. 
  1 2 3  4                  5 
 
10.  I worry about the consequences of failing my Chinese class. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
  
11.  I don't understand why some people get so upset over Chinese class. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
  
12.  In Chinese class, I can get so nervous I forget things I know. 






13. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my Chinese class. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
  
14.  I would not be nervous speaking the Chinese language with native speakers. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
15. I get upset when I don't understand what the teacher is correcting. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
16.  Even if I am well prepared for Chinese class, I feel anxious about it. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
17.  I often feel like not going to my Chinese class. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
18.  I feel confident when I speak in my Chinese class. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
  
19.  I am afraid that my Chinese teacher is ready to correct every mistake I make. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
20.  I can feel my heart pounding when I am going to be called on in my Chinese class. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
21. The more I study for a Chinese test, the more confused I get. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
22. I don't feel pressure to prepare very well for my language class. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
23.  I always feel that the other students speak the Chinese language better than I do. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
24.  I feel very self-conscious about speaking Chinese in front of other students. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
25.  Chinese class moves so quickly I worry about getting left behind. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
26.  I feel more tense and nervous in my Chinese class than in my other classes. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
27.  I get nervous and confused when 1 am speaking in my Chinese class. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
28.   When I am on my way to Chinese class, I feel very sure and relaxed. 






29.  I get nervous when I don't understand every word the Chinese teacher says. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
30. I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you have to learn to speak Chinese. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
31. I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak Chinese. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
32. I would probably feel comfortable around native speaks of Chinese. 
              1            2           3          4               5 
 
33. I get nervous when the Chinese teacher asks questions which I haven't  
      prepared in advance. 








                                                 APPENDIX F 
 
                     CHANGES IN THE BALLI AND THE FLCAS 
 
 
                 1. CHANGES IN THE BALLI FROM HORWITZ (1987)  
 
 
                  Item                                                             Modification  
                                                                
4.  “English”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
6.  “my country”                                                 “ the U.S.” 
   
7.  “English”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
8.  “English-speaking cultures in order               “Chinese culture in order to learn to 
      to learn to speak English”                              speak Chinese” 
       
9.  “English”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
12.  “English in an English-speaking”                 “Chinese in a Chinese-speaking” 
 
13.  “English with Americans”                             “Chinese with Chinese people” 
 
14.  “English”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
20.  “English”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
22.  “English”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
24.  “to learn English so that I can get to              “to learn Chinese so that I can get to                                         
Americans”                                                    know Chinese people” 
 
29.  “English”                                                       “Chinese” 
  
31.  “English”                                                       “Chinese”        
 
32.  “American”                                                    “Chinese” 
 
34.  “English”                                                       “Chinese”        
 
 
                      







                   2. CHANGES IN THE FLCAS FROM HORWITZ (1983B) 
 
 
                  Item                                                             Modification  
 
1.  “in my foreign language”                                “in my Chinese class” 
 
2.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
3.  “language class”                                               “my Chinese class” 
 
4.  “in the foreign language”                                 “in the Chinese class” 
 
5.  “foreign”                                                         “Chinese” 
 
6.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
7.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
8.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
9.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
10.  “foreign language”                                          “Chinese” 
 
11.  “foreign language classes”                               “Chinese class” 
 
12.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
13.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
14.  “foreign”                                                         “Chinese” 
 
16.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
17.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
18.  “foreign language”                                          “Chinese” 
 
19.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
20.  “language”                                                       “my Chinese” 
 
21.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 





24.  “the foreign language”                                     “Chinese” 
 
25.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
26.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
27.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
28.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
29.  “language”                                                       “Chinese” 
 
30.  “foreign language”                                          “Chinese” 
 
31.  “the foreign language”                                     “Chinese” 
 
32.  “the foreign language”                                     “Chinese” 
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